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INTRODUCTION 


HESE papers are attempts to define and to 
describe the teaching and the learning of 
Freedom. In all of them the underlying question 
is, How can a people be kept steadfast in its 
determination to be free; how can citizens, young 
or old, be trained to be intelligent and efficient 
in the pursuit of freedom of activity? 

With one exception, these papers were all 
written during the last six years, that is, since 
the entering of the United States into the Great 
War. I am interested to note, as I read them 
again, that, with one exception, these later papers 
are all affected by what we call the ‘“nost- -war 
state of mind.’’? It may be worth while to make 
allowance for this fact as the papers are read. 
May I therefore state it a little more fully? 

The first paper, of which exception has just 
been made, is an address given at my inaugura- 
tion as president of Amherst College in 1912; the 
second was read at the centennial celebration of 
the college in 1921. When the first was given war 


was not expected nor was it even thought pos- 
ix 
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sible by most of us. And again when the college 
held its days of celebration we seemed for the mo- 
ment to escape from the dismay and depression 
which had come upon us as we tasted the fruits 
of victory. My own theme on that occasion was, 
What does the college hope to be during the next 
hundred years? Under the stimulus of that theme 
it was easy to make even the Great War seem only 
a step, an incident, in the march of men toward 
freedom. 

But between these two papers and the others 
there will be found, I think, a sharp, disturbing 
contrast. In all this later group negation is 
strong. The purpose is the same but now the 
purpose seems to tarry. The Inaugural had 
asked, What must a college give? And it had 
answered plain and flat and confident, It must 
give Insight. At the Centennial we asked, What 
will the college be in coming years? And here 
again the answer was in terms of hope and res- 
olution. We talked of this young country and its 
colleges; we found in them Democracy, Ideal- 
ism, and Faith. But in the other group of 
papers the reader will hear another note. In 
every one of them there is complaint, there is a 
‘‘but’’ that speaks dismay. Are we a Christian 
people? Yes, but we do not act as Christians 
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say that Christians should. We play at games 
in colleges. But do we really play; have we not 
made of games a something else which robs them 
of their meaning? We make machines to help 
us in our work. Are they not using us; are they 
not making us their instruments for ends which 
no one has conceived? If Insight is to come 
from college teaching, this teaching must have 
unity and meaning in itself. But in our college 
teaching as we have it now there is no unity or 
meaning. The college course must be reor- 
ganized, be made to suit its present urgent pur- 
pose. Where shall we find a college that has 
enough of freedom in its spirit to do the things 
that must be done? 

These ‘‘buts’’? and queries, I say again, are 
incidents in thinking and living after a war. The 
task of taking one’s spirit over from war to 
peace is not an easy one. And colleges, as 
well as individuals and other social groups, must 
take their share of bitterness and strife and dis- 
illusion. My own impression is that we are suf- 
fering less than might have been expected. We 
suffer too much, I know. There is too much 
intolerance, too much suppression of freedom in 
action, thought, and speech, too much vindictive 
persecution of those who tried to save our souls 
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while war was on, too much of selfish gloating 
over spoils which in the course of war we won 
from friend as well as foe. And, worst of all, we 
have too much the vice on which war feeds, the 
sense of moral rightness in ourselves, in terms of 
which we visit condemnation on our fellow-men, 
here or abroad. This is the vice by means of 
which, when interests clash, we make the other 
man, by sheer imagination, into something vile 
and wrong; then we can fight him with good 
conscience, can take the side of God, our God, 
against the devil. Of all these things we have too 
much. And yet, I say, we have them less than 
might have been expected. For us the war is go- 
ing past. It did not really get us in its grip. 
Soon, I believe, we shall be on the road again. In 
spite of persecutions here and there, in spite of 
much timidity and ‘‘playing safe,’? the general 
spirit is not daunted. It soon will find its way. 
And as it goes its way, so will the colleges. They 
are, I think, upon the threshold of a venture such 
as colleges have never seen. Their day is coming 
as it never came before. 

Thus far I have not spoken of the third period 
of the book. It too was written in the period to 
which the others belong. But in its origins and 
sentiments it goes back to my own undergraduate 
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days and to the man whom, with hundreds of my 
fellows, I then took as hero. The paper is a 
study of Elisha Benjamin Andrews who became 
president of Brown University in the fall of 1889, 
when I was entering college as a freshman. It 
was read at Brown as a tribute to Andrews, in 
May, 1918, a few months after he died. 

I need not in this introduction tell again the 
qualities of Andrews which made men love and 
follow him. I should like, however, to speak of 
one aspect of him which later experience has 
brought to me with peculiar vividness. More 
than any other man whom I have known in col- 
lege office, Andrews mastered administration, 
made it his servant, kept it in its proper place. 
He hated busyness as healthy men hate shopping. 
I sometimes think no man should be allowed to 
have administration in his charge unless he 
loathes it, unless he wishes to be doing something 
else. I dare not trust the willing middlemen of 
life, the men who like arranging other men and 
their affairs, who find manipulation satisfying to 
their souls. These men if they can have their 
way will make of life a smooth, well lubricated 
meaninglessness. Andrews was not like that. 
He was a scholar and teacher. He knew that 
colleges exist for teaching and study, and what he 
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cared for was that study and teaching should be 
done. He was a maker of men because he had a 
mad, impetuous vision of what a man may be. 
He wanted something done, something accom- 
plished in the spirit of man. For him admin- 
istration was Idea guiding and controlling cir- 
cumstance. It was not, as many men demand it 
should be made, mere circumstances slipping 
smoothly past each other in the flow of time. 

More than any one else whom I have known in 
academic life, Andrews gave to me the dream of 
having freedom, of being free and yet in action. 
As I look back now over twenty-two years of 
college administration, eleven as dean, eleven as 
president, I welcome this opportunity to pay 
tribute to him who boldly tried to make admin- 
istration do its proper work, who kept it in its 
proper place. 

ALEXANDER MEIKLEJOHN. 
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A MEMORANDUM ON THE FREEDOM oF TEACHERS 
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FREEDOM AND THE COLLEGE 
TO WHOM ARE WE RESPONSIBLE? 
§1 


HE question of this paper is, as we say, an 
elusive one. When such a question gets 
answered, it often happens that the question 
has disappeared. In the process of inquiry an- 
other question has taken the place of the one with 
which we started. If we would avoid such dis- 
comfiture, such substitution of mental change- 
lings, it is essential that the mind hold fast to its 
own. We must grasp our question, define it, de- 
fine its terms, and hold them fast, keep them de- 
fined, until the end is reached. 

Who, then, are ‘‘we’’? The question is here 
asked about the persons who are in charge of 
colleges. Who are they? Any one who knows 
what a college is knows that in this case ‘‘we’’ 
means faculty and president. These two have 
charge of study and teaching. Our question is 


about them. 
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May I stop to note what a pity it is that the 
Association of University Professors has defined 
the term ‘‘we’’ so badly? This association was 
founded to advance the interests of learning and 
teaching. It has summoned teachers to the work, 
but has excluded presidents from the fellowship. 
In so doing it has followed a drift which it ought 
rather to have opposed and overcome. Nearly 
every influence in a college tends to separate 
president from faculty, tends to make of him an 
administrator rather than a student, tends to — 
give him connection with trustees and alumni and 
donors rather than with teachers. But he needs 
the teachers. His soul needs ever to be saved to 
that kingdom of learning of which he is in some 
sense in charge. Nevertheless, the teachers, by 
a timid, defensive mancuver, have consigned him 
to the company of publicans and sinners. They 
ought to see that, rightly or wrongly, the presi- 
dent of a college has power to affect research and 
teaching; that, rightly or not, he is responsible 
for research and teaching; that, whether they . 
wish it or not, he is their fellow and shares with 
them their chief responsibility. But in general 
I should say that in recent years professors have 
done what they could to make presidents unfit for 
their responsibilities. On behalf of the much re- 
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jected and bedamned I demand that they be given 
a chance to save their souls. They and the fac- 
ulties are, and must be, responsible for teaching 
and research. These two are the ‘‘we’’ in this 
discussion. 

But, second, what do we mean by ‘‘responsi- 
ble’? This is a shifty term which often slips 
and slides under the careless fingers of human 
thinking. My own present definition is worked 
out from watching a traffic policeman and from 
reading Epictetus. Each brings out one aspect 
of a double meaning. If we separate the two as- 
pects, we may hold apart in some clearness 
“responsible for’’ and ‘‘responsible to.’’? The 
policeman has charge of traffic. ‘‘Come,’’ he 
waves, and the stream surges on. ‘‘Stop,’’ he 
signals, and machines and men are dead in their 
tracks. The policeman controls the traffic, has it 
under his charge; he is responsible for it. 

The other side of the meaning appears when 
we ask, ‘‘7'o whom is he responsible for the traf- 
fic?’’? And here it is that Epictetus teaches us so 
well. I should like to quote a famous and beau- 
tiful passage: 

‘‘But some one in authority has pronounced 
the sentence: ‘I judge you to be impious and 
profane.’ What has befallen you? I have been 
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judged to be impious and profane. Anything 
else? Nothing. Suppose he had passed judg- 
ment upon the hypothetical proposition, ‘If it is 
day it is light,’ and had pronounced it to be false, 
what would have befallen the proposition? In 
this case who is judged—who condemned? The 
proposition, or he who is deceived concerning it? 
Does he who claims the power of judging you 
know what ‘‘pious’’ or ‘‘impious’’ means? Has 
he made it his study or learned it? Where? 
From whom? A musician would not regard him 
if he pronounced bass to be treble; nor a mathe- 
matician if he judged that lines drawn from the 
center to the circumference are unequal. And 
shall he who is truly learned pay attention to an 
unlearned man, when he pronounces upon pious 
and impious, just and unjust?”’ 

Here is, I think, in clearest terms the most im- 
portant meaning of ‘‘responsible to.’? To whom 
must I give account of the things under my con- 
trol; who has a right to judge my work; who may 
rightly say whether or not my work is rightly 
done? To him I am responsible. To be respon- 
sible to a person means to be bound to pay regard 
to his appraisal of my work. 

If now we compare the handling of traffic with 
the handling of a college, the differences of the 
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two institutions will appear in these terms. The 
policeman is ‘‘responsible for’’ with an abrupt- 
ness and arbitrariness of which faculty and pres- 
ident do not dream. In our realm neither men 
nor boys run at the beck and call of other per- 
sons. We deal not with machinery, but with 
meanings. Our control is a very gentle one as 
compared with that of the guardian of the cor- 
ner of the street. 

But in the other meaning the tables are re- 
versed. Just behind the traffic despot is the ser- 
geant; and at his shoulder, in turn, the captain; 
and over him, the chief. And each may say to 
him below, ‘‘This is the way you are to do.’’ 
And afterward he says, ‘‘That was wrong; don’t 
do that any more.’’ Hach is responsible to some 
one at his elbow or his neck. Each pays, must 
pay, regard to some one over him. Who plays 
this upper role in college life? ‘‘We,’’ faculty 
and president, are in control. Who has a right to 
judge our work and ask of us regard for his ap- 
praisal? To whom are we responsible? This is 
the question of our paper. 

I have in mind to consider a list of answers 
commonly given to this question. These answers 
fall into two groups. In advance of the discus- 
sion of them may I urge again that the special 
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meanings of our terms should be kept clearly in 
mind and that others should not be allowed to 
take their places. Perhaps’ I should also ask 
that the attempt to be at once clear and brief in 
dealing with a confused situation should not be 
regarded as controversial or ungracious. 


§ 2 

First, then, are we responsible to our students? 
Clearly we are not. We are responsible for our 
students, but not to them. I do not mean that 
we are responsible for our students in all their 
characteristics and activities. There are, for ex- 
ample, certain enterprises which the students 
themselves carry on, of which they are in charge. 
In this field their responsibility should be as large 
and as free as it can be made. But in our own 
field, in the making and working out of plans for 
teaching and research, we are in control. In this 
field the opinions of undergraduates are always 
interesting and sometimes important, but they 
can never be decisive. We, as faculty and presi- 
dent, must assume responsibility for our side of 
the process of education. We cannot submit our 
judgment for confirmation by that of our stu- 
dents. | 
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Are we responsible to the parents of our stu- 
dents? Here again the answer is negative, but 
not so clearly. We are responsible on behalf of 
parents, but not to them. Parents intrust their 
sons to us to be taught. If the sons are not well 
taught, then the parents have a right to regard us 
as having failed to do for them what we under- 
took to do. And yet the fact remains that we 
will not accept the judgments of parents as to 
the success or failure of our work. They seem 
to us often satisfied without proper cause and 
dissatisfied without reason. We will not receive 
boys with qualifications or directions as to how 
they are to be taught. Obviously enough, if 
parents are not satisfied, their sons may be with- 
drawn from our instruction. And unless parents 
_are willing to intrust their sons to us, we shall 
have no pupils to teach. And yet the fact re- 
mains that unless they are really intrusted to 
us, unless we are given charge of the aims and 
methods of educational work, unless we are au- 
thorized to act on behalf of the parents in these 
respects, we will not accept the boys as pupils. 
We will take responsibility on behalf of parents 
only on condition that we are not held responsible 
to them. 

Are we responsible to the public? No, most 
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emphatically. We are responsible in the interest 
of the public, but we are not submissive to its 
judgment concerning its own interests. No one 
can state too strongly the demand which may be 
made upon us that we be public-minded and 
public-hearted. But, on the other hand, no one 
can state strongly enough our need of independ- 
ence from outside influence. More than any- 
thing else, the public interest of a democracy de- 
mands that its learning and teaching shall be 
free, shall not be subject to popular pressure 
or review. We may not be told what conclusions 
our study and teaching are to reach. Least of 
all may we be subjected to the impertinence which 
expects of us that we make a good impression 
upon people who do not understand, that we cater 
to their favor, that we make ourselves popular. 
No democracy can afford to have either its courts 
or its learning subject to its own whim, its ca- 
prices, its ignorance, or even its common sense. 
A people which is being taught may have its 
own opinions about its teachers, but the teach- 
ers as such may give little regard to those 
opinions. 

Are we responsible to donors? Surely not. 
They make it possible for us to do our work, 
but in the doing of the work they have no other 
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part. Least of all do they hold us accountable 
to them. No donor who understands his gift or 
us would wish to have it so. A donor seeks for 
some one competent to use his money for impor- 
tant ends, and having found the person or the 
institution which he trusts, he gives the money 
into its control. But if he kept control himself, 
he would deny the competence of those to whom 
the gift is made. He would be paying them to 
do his work, not theirs. On such a scheme our 
colleges would be for hire. But men or institu- 
tions which announce themselves for hire go to 
the highest bidder. Donors would buy the teach- 
ing which they want, and others would pay larger 
sums to get some other teaching done; and col- 
leges would flourish on the money side; our 
salaries would rise to levels which we mention 
only in our dreams. Why not? Because, on 
such a scheme, our donors would not make their 
gifts; it contravenes the very purpose which 
they have in mind. To pay for learning which a 
man could get under his thumb by paying for it 
would be a sorry bargain. That is not what our 
donors give their money for. They look for men 
and institutions which in the very nature of the 
case cannot be hired, cannot be held responsible 
to them or to their fellow-donors, 


12 TO WHOM ARE WE RESPONSIBLE? 


Are we responsible to the church? Taking 
higher education in the large; the church is per- 
haps our greatest benefactor. It has established 
and nourished our older institutions of learning 
and it still builds up the younger ones. Are we 
therefore responsible to it? It is one of the chief 
glories of the church that we are not. I do not 
pretend here to speak of the theory and practice 
of the Catholic communions; but of the Protestant 
churches it is true that as their colleges have 
gathered strength, they have been set free to do 
their own work, to follow their own direction. 
Here is a fine relationship. An institution 
pledged to support a point of view has recog- 
nized that the learning which it needs cannot be 
pledged to any point of view. Belief has wel- 
comed criticism, creeds have demanded searching 
for knowledge; faith has required that doubters 
do their work with honesty and carefulness. The 
church with which we have to do does not demand 
suppar-trom us; it gives support to us. ~What= 
ever unrul meres within the church may claim, 
whatever - weak and vagrant minds ‘with within.the col- 
leges may pledge to give, both church and college 
know that claims~arid ‘pledges are ‘not. current ¢ coin 
in such a realm. Our modern. church, knowing 
the modern world, may shudder at the task which 
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modern teachers face. It knows how great is 
their responsibility. But if you ask, ‘To whom 
are they responsible?”? it will not say, ‘‘To me.’’ 
Out of its own experience e in like relations it 
knows better than that. ane G 
- Are we we responsible to our alumni? No. 
Rather are they responsible to us. We have 
spent ourselves in trying to reveal to them the 
way of high-minded, intelligent living. Through 
us, in some measure, they have had the best of 
life’s opportunities. We have a right to an ac- 
counting of what they have done with it. That 
accounting would reveal the success or failure of 
our work. If graduates are uneducated, then we 
are nothing. But in many external ways the 
American college has confused its graduates. 
Not only has it asked for help; it has also sought 
for favor. Often, and in many ways quite un- 
worthy of itself, it has appealed to selfish and 
silly loyalties, to provincial and stupid prejudices. 
And for this ‘‘we’’ have had to pay. We who 
are in charge of learning have often craved the 
favor of men who do not care for learning, and 
the result is that at times the strain of labor 
under the hostile scrutiny of thousands of angry, 
uncomprehending eyes becomes almost unbear- 
able. 
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But, on the other hand, let it be said that, in 
terms of its possibilities, the relation of the grad- 
uate to his college is one of the finest things in 
our American social life. It can take up and 
gather together thousands of men into a common 
devotion to things high and fine as no other in- 
stitutional relationship can dream of doing. It 
may become, and I think is more and more tend- 
ing to become, a genuine community of learned 
living. In that community the alumni will not 
hold us responsible to them. Rather, in the at- 
tempt at mutual understanding and codperation 
they will give to us the help which they have to 
give, and we will share with them the responsi- 
bility which is ours to share. 

Are we responsible to trustees? Legally we 
are; in more essential ways we are not. Legally, 
the trustees are the chartered body, possessed of 
all the rights which the commonwealth bestows. 
Legally, ‘‘we’’ are the.servants of the trustees; 
we are engaged by them and paid by them; we 
may be dismissed by them, and in matters of pol- 
icy and procedure we may be overruled by them. 
And yet this legal relationship is a superficial 
one. A college in which teachers were ‘‘dis- 
missed’’ would be a sorry thing. A college in 
which the faculty and president were overruled 
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on academic issues would be something other than t— 
an institution of learning. 

And here it is well to remember that the grant- 
ing of authority to boards of trustees as we now 
have them rests upon a historical confusion. The 
men first commissioned by states to establish uni- 
versities and to care for learning were groups of 
scholars, and the rights and duties assigned to 
them were the rights and duties of scholarship. 
Only gradually has there grown up behind these 
the second group—the board of property-holders 
and business-managers. Legally, the powers for- 
merly granted to scholars belong now to the 
‘legal’? board. But essentially they do not. If 
boards of trustees, as we now have them, were 
to claim in actual fact and procedure the rights 
and privileges granted to those in charge of schol- 
arship, it would be inevitable that such boards 
should be abolished. In an age of material 
growth those boards have an exceedingly impor- 
tant secondary task to do; but the trustees who 
understand their task know that it is secondary 
rather than primary. They know that scholar- 
ship may never be made subservient to the ma- 
terial forces by which it is sustained. 

If it should happen, as sometimes it has hap- 
pened, that scholars are summoned before boards 
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of trustees to give account of their study and 
teaching, then the time for revolt would have 
come. ‘‘We’’ are not in that sense responsible to 
trustees. Whatever their individual qualifica- 
tions, trustees are not, as such, scholars. They 
have not the right, nor do those among them who 
understand claim the right, to pass upon matters 
of scholarship. In the last resort their task is 
to see to it that education is placed in the charge 
of men who are competent to manage it and who 
are therefore not responsible to them. To be a 
good trustee requires a high degree of imagina- 
tion, a stalwart confidence in the ability of learn- 
ing to care for itself. He is a wise trustee who 
does not take his work too solemnly. 

But are we not responsible to the state? It 
gives us legal being and authority. May it, then, 
judge our work? Certainly not in any except a 
very narrow sense. The state makes us and it 
may destroy us; but if it makes us at all, it must 
make us free. No state is safe, either for itself 
or for its people, unless its basic principles as well 
as its customary procedure are open to the free 
and unhindered criticism of its citizens. And in 
this sense our scholars and teachers are foremost 
in the work of critical understanding. Every 
free people knows that its state is an instrument 
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of its will which must be constantly studied and 
examined, which must be kept true and made even 
more true to the purpose which it serves. It 
follows that no free people will allow its state to 
restrain its scholars and teachers. 


§ 3 


In the first of our second group of answers we 
find the academic teacher at his worst. In it his 
mind and his disposition both seem at times to 
suffer collapse. It is the answer of stark and 
blatant individualism. 

In the mind there is a bad argument. It says, 
‘‘Since I am not responsible to student or parent, 
to church or donor, to public or graduate, to 
trustee or state, then I am responsible to no one 
outside myself; I am responsible to myself 
alone.’’ It is a bad argument.for two reasons. 
First, it may be that our list is not complete; there 
may be other objects which have claim to our 
regard. But, second, even if there were not, the 
conclusion would not follow. The phrase ‘‘re- 
sponsible to myself’’ is a very bad phrase. Re- 
sponsibility is an external relation. If there is 
no one or nothing outside myself to which I 
can be responsible, then the term responsibility 
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does not apply to me. If I am responsible, then 
there is something other than myself to which I 
acknowledge my responsibility. In the ordi- 
nary use of terms I cannot be responsible to 
myself. 

And in the realm of the disposition the situa- 
tion is even worse. Here men sometimes swag- 
ger and are defiant. They challenge you to show 
them any one to whose judgment they must con- 
form. They are hard and opinionated, some- 
times even unpleasant and objectionable in in- 
sistence on their rights and liberties. Now and 
then you find one who is much more interested 
in the freedom and ultimacy of his own thinking 
than in the corresponding rights of other men. 
These men speak of being captains of their souls 
and masters of their fates. Such teachers and 
scholars are not helpful in present-day American 
life. We have, without such teaching, quite 
enough of the aggressiveness and self-assertive- 
ness of a partly educated, externally successful 
people. It ill becomes our scholars to insist upon 
their own self-sufficiency. Scholars as well as 
other men do owe allegiance; they are respon- 
sible. And the question still remains to puzzle 
us, To whom are they responsible? 

There are, I think, two relationships in which 
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the scholar feels and acknowledges responsibil- 
ity. The first and lesser of these is the relation 
to other teachers and scholars, to other seekers 
after the truth. The second and greater re- 
sponsibility is that which we feel and acknowl- 
edge toward the truth itself. In these two, so far 
as an answer to our question is possible at all, 
the answer will, I think, be found. 

The lesser responsibility is immediate and cer- 
tain. Every scholar has regard for the judgment 
of other scholars. There is a fellowship of learn- 
ing in which all alike are enrolled, an enterprise 
of learning in which all are engaged. And in 
this enterprise each worker is responsible to his 
fellow-workers. "What he may do depends upon 
what they have done. Upon what he does they 
try to build. And as they build, sooner or later 
they find him out. If his work is straight and 
true, it stands their test; if it is weak and false, 
they put him aside as one who has failed them 
in the common task. Within the fellowship of 
scholars each scholar is responsible. 

But the second responsibility, though more re- 
mote, is still more urgent and compelling. As 
against the truth which scholars have there is 
the truth for which they strive, which never is 
achieved. It is in terms of this that final judg- 
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ment must be given. In terms of this each man ~ 
must wait assessment of his work, the measur- 
ing of the value of the thinking he has done. 
What have you done for truth? for knowledge? 
is the major question. Here is, I think, our real 
responsibility. 

But is this truth a something other than our- 
selves, a something apart to which we may ac- 
knowledge our responsibility? I think it is. I 
think that thinking means that somehow in the 
very nature of the world itself there is a mean- 
ing which we seek, a meaning which is there 
whether we find it there or not. That meaning 
is the final standard of our work, the measure 
of all we do or hope to do or fail to do. To it 
we are responsible. . 

This meaning, which we do not fully know as 
yet, which we can never fully know, is not an easy 
thing to talk about. Just so the beauty which 
men have not seen, but yearn téSée, the wood-— 
yess which no man can reach, but which mankind 
must ever strive to gain, the end-toward which 
he makes his way—these final ends elude our | 
grasp. And yet they are in some sense real; 
they are outside ourselves; and being real and 
being what they are, they are our masters. To 
them we owe allegiance. To what they are we 
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Through all this paper there has run, I fear, 
a certain seeming arrogance. Has it been as- 
sumed that ‘‘we’’ are not as other men are? Are 
scholars a special class free from the bonds which 
bind the common run of men? Are we peculiar? 
Do faculty and president really differ from the 
guardian of the corner of the street? No and 
yes. 

Scholars and other artists are favored of fate. 
They are the fortunate ones of human circum- 
stance in that they work with love of what they do. 
Over against them are the artisans whose work 
is done not for itself but for the sake of pay or 
something else external to the work itself. And 
out of these two groups there come two different 
kinds, two different measures of responsibility. 

But we have made the line too sharp. All men 
are artists in some region of their living—the re- 
gions where they really live. Life is essentially 
an art. Policeman or professor, all men are do- 
ing acts for which they are not paid, for which no 
pay is possible. Men smile or frown, have faith 
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and courage or fail to have them, love fineness, 
order, meaning, fitness, reverence, friendliness, 
fairness, or fail to value them. And in this 
world of things we care about, policemen and 
scholars are alike in their responsibilities. Hach 
feels a sense of kinship with the other men who 
share his values, a sense of the necessity of 
‘playing the game’’ with them. And all to- 
gether are alike submissive to the world whose 
values master them, the world they serve. For 
every man this is the field of conscience, of free- 
dom, of worship, of final values. 

But, with respect to work, men fall apart as 
we have said. For most of us work is for pay. 
And if the pay were stopped, the work would 
stop as well. To workers in this field some one 
has said, ‘‘If you will do this thing you do not 
wish to do, then I will give you something which 
you want.’’ So is a bargain made. And when 
this offer is accepted, one takes responsibility in 
a special sense. One has agreed that, for a con- 
sideration, he will do the will of some one else. 
It is agreed that he who gives the pay shall say 
what he wants done and how it shall be done; 
and we who take the hire must give regard to 
what he says. The bargain is that we shall be, 
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so long as we are in it, responsible to him who 
pays the wages. 

But, with respect to work, scholars and other 
artists are a special, fortunate class. They work, 
but no one tells them how it must be done. Even 
in their work they have the greatest blessing 
which a man can have—freedom to do the thing 
that seems to him worth doing. And they must 
be responsible not to the men who pay them, but 
only to the causes which they choose and to the 
men who work beside them. Their work and 
worship coincide. 

To be a scholar or an artist is to work directly 
for the things you care about. Such men do not 
escape responsibility; rather they welcome it and 
will not give it up. Their duty is to care about 
the things for which they work—and, if a con- 
flict comes, to care for nothing else. 
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EMBERS of the class of 1923: On this last 
Sunday of your college course, I should like 
to talk with you about the things which you have 
heard said from this pulpit on the Sunday morn- 
ings of these four years. I cannot, of course, take 
up with you all the themes to the discussion of 
which we have together listened. There is, how- 
ever, one central theme which has dominated all 
the rest. Over and over again our preachers have 
tried to tell us, as they have eagerly tried to see 
for themselves, just what it means to call our 
mode of life in America a Christian way of living. 
The modern preacher, as we have seen him, is 
ever at the question. What do you mean, what 
ought you to mean, by the phrase, a Christian 
life, a Christian civilization? It is this theme 
concerning which I should like to have our last 
talk together. 
We shall not hope, of course, to find a ready and 
easy answer to our question. It is a question 


which every civilization asks and which no civili- 
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zation ever fully answers. Men do not know them- 
selves nor do communities. Forever in the past, 
as forever in the future, scholars and teachers and 
preachers are given the task of finding what men 
are. What are we in ourselves? What do we 
really want; what do we value; what do we think; 
what do we intend? The human mind has mas- 
tered many mysteries; the riddles of the outer 
world are daily solved by clear and sharp tech- 
nique. But what is man? That question is not 
answered. Rather it seems that each discovery 
of the outer world obscures the inner, leads men 
astray still further from themselves. As man 
controls the world, he seems to lose himself. I 
only say he ‘‘seems.’’ Perhaps it would be truer 
to say, ‘‘The greater man’s achievement, the more 
he has to understand.’’ But whether that be 
true or not, our question in its modern form is 
not any easy one; we shall not quickly find an 
answer. 

There are two questions concerning Christian- 
ity, each important enough in itself, upon which 
I cannot touch in this brief paper. I shall not 
ask, by way of history, just what was said two 
thousand years ago, by whom and when and in 
what circumstances. The studies of textual 
criticism, as touching upon the sayings of Jesus, 


IS OUR WORLD CHRISTIAN? 29 


I do not know. Nor do they fall within my pres- 
ent mood. So, too, I do not wish to measure the 
Christian creed in terms of other creeds, to show 
it better or worse than all the other beliefs which 
foreign peoples have made the bases of their liv- 
ing. In place of queries such as these, I plan to 
take our common moral teaching, just as we find 
it in ourselves, in you and me and all of those 
around us. If you and I are Christians, then 
what is Christianity? 

There is one saying of Jesus which I, at least, 
find very startling as we face our question. 
‘‘My kingdom is not of this world,’’ he says. 
- “Tf ye love me, ye are not of this world; I am not 
of this world.’? What does he mean? Here isa 
dualism quite foreign to the spirit of our question. 
We have asked, ‘‘In what sense is our world 
Christian?’’ And Jesus seems to answer, ‘‘In no 
sense at all.’’ Christianity is not a principle of 
civilization; it is not a theory by which this world 
lives. It is a criticism of this world and its the- 
ories; it is a condemnation both of civilization 
and of the men who make it. In what sense is 
civilization Christian? Apparently there is a 
prior question. 

May I stop here a moment to remark to you, 
as I have often done before, how altogether 
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delightful are the sharpness and subtlety with 
which the founder of Christianity draws his lines 
and marks his boundaries? He is not looking for 
numbers as he speaks of. admission to his king- 
dom; he is talking of fitness. And the require- 
ment seems to be that if one would choose to go 
with him, then one must choose to leave this world 
behind. 

I have said that the judgment of Jesus upon 
the world in which he lived was clear and sharp. 
But it was also tragically true that the judgment 
of the world upon him, though not so clear, was 
quite as sharp and very quickly effective. Only 
for two or three years was he allowed to have 
his say and then they nailed him to a cross and 
left him there to die. The world in which he 
lived hated and feared him; it felt his condemna- 
tion and resented it; having the power, it killed . 
him. And Jesus said that those who followed 
him would share that hatred. And what he said 
has proved itself to be the truth. The world to- 
day in its own way would do again just what it 
did two thousand years ago. It fears and hates 
the spirit which sees how false and futile it is. 
And so it carries on its deeds of futile, silly 
cruelty. 

But now I am sure that you are asking ques- 
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tions. What is this dualism of world and other 
world? What does it mean to set aside this ac- 
_ tual life of ours in favor of a different life, a life 
perhaps not actual? You know as well as I that 
men have wrought this notion into many different 
forms, have sought escape from life by many 
strange bizarre contrivances. And we who live by 
common sense have laughed at them and their con- 
trivances. They seem so silly and impractical. 
And yet I venture to suggest that on the whole 
they have the truth in greater measure than the 
run of modern men. St. Simon on a pillar all the 
day, thinking of God and man! A curious way to 
spend one’s life, we say. But what of men who 
spend their lives in trying to raise the price of 
what they have to sell, in trying to get as much 
and give as little as they can? That is, it seems 
to me more tragic than being a saint against the 
sky. St. Simon’s life is not as bad as life can be. 

And yet the ascetic scheme, as men have prac- 
tised it, does not, so far as one can see, give us 
our answer. Jesus did not withdraw from life. 
He taught and healed and preached and had good 
fellowship. What did he mean by living in an- 
other world? I think you see his meaning most 
clearly in the men he chose as enemies, the men 
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whom he attacked. He was not hard on sinners. 
He scarcely mentions doubters or disbelievers. 
His chosen enemy was the Pharisee, the man 
whom men call good, the man who makes and 
keeps intact the social order of the time. If we 
could understand his horror of these, and of their 
world, I think that we would get a glimpse of 
what he means, would sense his yearning for an- 
other world. 

What does he say of Pharisees? What is his 
charge against them? It was that they were hyp- 
ocrites. They seemed to him to say the words 
but not to do the deeds. They loved to be seen 
of men as righteous, but in their hearts it was the 
being seen and not the righteousness which 
moved them. And Jesus said, ‘‘Not every one 
that saith unto me, Lord, Lord, shall enter the 
kingdom of heaven, but he that doeth the will.’’ 
They knew the law which Jesus preached and 
slipped it easily from off their tongues, but in 
their lives it was not law; rather it was denied 
and set aside. To say and not to do—that was 
the thing which Jesus hated, the thing that seemed 
to him to make this world a sorry, dreadful place 
from which one must escape if one could live at 
all. 

I wonder if we can put this feeling into modern 
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terms, can find hypocrisy among ourselves to- 
day, can feel the dualism that seemed two thou- 
sand years ago to tear the world apart. What 
does it mean to be a hypocrite? What does it 
mean to have a principle upon our lips but quite 
a different principle controlling what we do? Is 
it so bad that nothing could be worse? I think 
it is. To say what life should juld be, and then to 
make it something else—that bre breaks ¢ our human 


task in two; that is d destruction of man’s work; 


it is the oe ’s death. 

I hope that you will join me, giving me all the 
patience that you have, as I attempt to make this 
statement less abstract, to put it into modern 
terms. There are two aspects of our human na- 
ture to which I must appeal. The first has to 
do with the relation of principles to practice. 
It says that every principle, before its work is 
done, its meaning realized, must find its way into 
the field of practice, must be a principle of action. 
The second statement is that human nature is 
self-critical. Man does not simply act; he meas- 
ures his acts, measures himself; stands off and 
criticizes what he does and what he has not done. 
I wish that we might make these statements clear 
and telling. 

If the first statement is true, then, in the last 
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resort, all human questions are reduced to one, 
‘¢What shall I do?’’ At every moment of our 
lives action awaits our choice, decision faces us. 
Habit and thought, feeling and meditation, these 
are our ways of seeing what the act should be. 
When life is difficult we cease from action for a 
time to search our minds, to search the world, to 
make a plan so that the action may be good in- 
stead of bad. Thinking in all its forms is action 
in suspense. It is the search in abstract terms 
for principles, to see the way to go, and then to 
go that way—that is the life of man. Man is the 
animal who sees his way, can tell the better from 
the worse and so can choose the better path. 

But if man sees the way and does not go; if he 
has found a principle and does not follow it— 
what shall we say of that? If that occurs, then 
life is broken in two. I know that you will ask me 
whether a man can really see the way and fail to 
follow it. And I should answer no, not if he really 
sees the principle in all its meaning for the action 
which he has in mind. 

But men do not see all the meaning of the 
thoughts they have. There is a sense in which 
men do take principles, do claim them as their 
own, and yet deny them in their acts. The man 
who prayed and thought through all his prayer, 
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‘“‘How well I pray?’’—that man to Jesus was 
anathema. The words of holiness were on his 
lips, the vision before his eyes. And all that he 
could see and hear was just himself. ‘‘Lord, 
Lord!’’ he said, and thrilled at his own piety. 

Here is, I am sure, the break in human nature 
that brings the prophets to despair. They give 
men principles by which to live and men trans- 
form them into shibboleths instead of rules of ac- 
tion. Men cry aloud in praise of freedom, and 
murder those who will not join the cry. Men 
dream of insight, and shut their eyes in blind in- 
toxication of the joy of being wise. Men talk of 
love of man for man, and hate the man who will 
not share the talk. When deeds belie our words, 
when even the very saying of the words them- 
selves belies the meaning which they bring, then 
life is cut in two, a gulf is fixed, and we must 
speak of ‘‘world’”’ and ‘‘other world’’ and make 
our choice between them. 

The second principle has to do with criticism. 
It finds in every man dissatisfaction with him- 
self, with what he is and does. All men make 
judgments on themselves. And so do all com- 
munities. They look upon themselves and see 
their customary modes of action, their thoughts, 
desires, affections, choices, outward acts. And 
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then they say, ‘‘That was not good, but this was 
better’’; ‘‘life should be made like that’’; ‘‘this 
way that I can see is better than the way that I 
have tried before.’? The greatest moral fact in 
human nature is just this power to criticize our- 
selves, to view .the thing we do in contrast with 
the things which better thinking shows we ought 
to do. Man is reflective; he is the one self- 
criticizing animal. He is a spirit. 

And in the larger living of communities, of 
civilizations, the prophets have as special task 
this work of criticism. They are the moral 
critics. They stand apart from codes and insti- 
tutions, from the established practices of men. 
They judge those practices in terms of principles 
which somehow prophets see. To see them is to 
be a prophet. And then they cry aloud that in- 
stitutions must be changed, that certain practices 
must cease, that certain visions must be followed. 
And when men hear the cry they turn to fol- 
low it. But here, alas! there often comes the 
break that makes the prophet weep. On Sunday 
men gather to hear the message told; they take 
it to their hearts while Sunday lasts; but Monday 
comes and men are at their week-day ways again. 
If only they would say the vision is not true, the 
prophet might reply, might join them with him 
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in the search for truth. But no, they say, ‘‘How 
beautiful a truth that is!’? And then the cus- 
tomary way asserts its claim; the habits which 
are ‘‘common-sense’’ resume their strong com- 
mand; the world goes on; and prophets, in de- 
spair, cry out in longing for another world. 

You will recall that thus far I have been trying 
to get the sense of what a moral teacher means by 
‘‘world’’ and ‘‘other world.’’ We saw that Jesus 
found a chasm fixed in human nature, and found 
it at the point at which his teaching came in touch 
with human life. He preached a vision of what 
our life might be. And men about him, having 
seen the vision, turn back to dull, unseeing life 
again. That was his tragedy. 

Before attempting a further statement of this 
situation in terms more nearly applicable to our 
daily life, may I try in very brief and halting 
words to indicate some features of that teaching 
which Jesus brought, concerning which he had 
his disillusionment. I cannot attempt to give the 
teaching as a whole. I shall speak only of three 
doctrines which Jesus preached. I give them in 
order that we may come into closer contact with 
his spirit and so may realize that attitude toward 
the world which mastered him. I ask you 
as I state these principles to do two things: 
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first, try to get the doctrine in itself; and, 
second, try to see whether or not within our mod- 
ern world the doctrine is observed. Do we ac- 
cept these principles and do we fail to make them 
do their work? 

Jesus said, ‘‘Thou shalt love thy neighbor as 
thyself.’”, And men agreed. I need not stop to 
try to say just what it was to which they gave 
assent. But did they cease from hate? And 
what of us? We, too, accept the principle and 
teach it to our children. But do we practise it? 
Yes, in a measure we do, but only in a measure 
that seems quite pitiful in contrast with the vi- 
sion of what might be done. We live in luxury 
and ease while others starve. We fight like 
beasts of prey when interests clash; we have 
made the Western world just now a place of bit- 
ter, hopeless, grinding hatreds. Is this the world 
of which we speak when we describe ourselves as 
Christians? 

And again Jesus said to a fine, high-minded 
young fellow who came to him asking what he 
should do, ‘Go sell all that thou hast and give it 
to the poor.’’? And it is recorded that the young 
man went away sorrowful, for he had great pos- 
sessions. Jesus was telling men that unless the 
desire for possessions is mastered and curbed by 
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other interests, unless possessions are kept in 
their proper place as the mere tools and machin- 
ery of life, they will destroy the spirit which they 
ought to serve. And is it true to-day? What are 
men fighting about? What do they want? 
You know as well as I that men have gone pos- 
sessions-mad. The modern world cries ‘‘more”’ 
and ‘‘more’’ and ‘‘more.’? The mania for mak- 
ing things has come upon us. We think that if 
machines and men can only make enough, then 
men, each man will have enough to satisfy him. 
But any one can see that as we make more things 
we, by the very process, make desires as well. 
And our desires outstrip our making of the 
things to satisfy them. Are we in mastery of our 
possessions? 

And Jesus said, ‘‘I came that ye might have 
life and have it more abundantly.’’ No one 
could doubt the rightness of that teaching. And 
yet men tried to shut him in, to bind him down by 
stiff and harsh conventions. He found one Sab- 
bath day a poor man suffering and crippled. 
And the story tells us that, having compassion 
upon him, Jesus healed him. And pious people 
said, What sacrilege! How sinful! Then Jesus 
turned in flaming scorn on them. ‘‘I know,”’ he 
said, ‘‘just where your piety stops. If one of the 
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animals you own had fallen into a pit you would 
not hesitate to lift him out on the Sabbath day. 
It would, of course, be impious to give him Sab- 
bath help to ease his suffering. But you 
are not controlled by motives such as that. You 
help him out because he is your property; and 
Saving one’s property is always right.’’ 

Jesus, so far as one can see across the years, 
believed in life and loved it, believed in men and 
wanted them set free. His was no timid, petty 
spirit hiding from life, seeking for safety, escap- 
ing evil by eschewing good. When sinners came 
to him he made them feel how much he liked 
them. I wish the younger people of this present 
day could see him as I think he was. He was like 
them, in fierce revolt against negations. He 
wanted life to be itself. He knew, like them, that 
it is very much and very needlessly denied. He 
wanted life affirmed; he wanted men to be them- 
selves; wanted to be himself; wanted that every 
other man should have a chance to be himself. He 
wanted human life fulfilled with its own beauty 
and significance. 

But now the time is getting short. Soon, very 
soon, you will be marching out with your diplomas 
in your hands; you will have graduated. Before 
we let you go I must attempt to gather up the 
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scattered threads and try to spin them together 
into a single strand. 

Is our world Christian? I am inclined to an- 
swer yes and no; to say, it is, but, also, it is not. 
And yet I think a truer answer can be given. I 
think that in the only sense in which such men as 
we can take a moral creed we do accept the Chris- 
tian teaching. In this we do as Buddhists do, 
and as Mohammedans. We take the teaching as 
our goal but fall far short of reaching it in acts, 
in working principles. And this is not an acci- 
dent which comes from our peculiar weakness. 
It is the fate of every man, of every people. It 
is the essential quality of human living. Forever 
there is fixed in man the gulf which Jesus found. 
Forever men are torn asunder in just the way 
that we have found ourselves to be. May I ex- 
plain—and then my sermon will be done? 

I have complained against the world that Jesus 
was killed by it as soon as people thought they 
knew what he was teaching. And yet the self- 
same world has kept that teaching in its mind, 
has talked of him and of his words for these two 
thousand years, has thought of him more than 
of any other man whom it has known. What 
shall we say of such a funny, baffling world as 
this—a world that slays a man, just as the Greeks 
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slew Socrates, and then defines its very mind and 
spirit in terms of him? 

The answer to the riddle lies in the very nature 
ofaman. Weare not one but two. Much of our 
modern thinking about men is over-simple in its 
explanations. Man is by nature of the type of a 
dilemna. He is himself, but also he can think 
and plan about himself. And thought is foreign 
to the nature which it thinks about. So man is 
foreign to himself. In many ways, of which I 
must not stop to speak just now, thought is ab- 
stract; it leaves the vivid actual concrete world 
of things and human situations; it deals with 
principles and universals. By means of these 
men hope to change themselves, or, as they said 
in olden days, to save their souls. Man by his 
thought, his insight, is leading, dragging up from 
out the depths himself. And though it is himself 
who leads, he follows most reluctantly. 

At every step along the road which men have 
trod, the hill which they have climbed, there has 
been conflict. Always the men of active type, the 
man of ‘‘common sense,’’ believes that he has 
reached the goal. This is the place, he thinks 
where men should live, where they should settle 
down, master the country, reap its fruits, and 
live their lives in peace. But always men have 
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found that in the spirit of man there is no peace 
in this inactive sense. The man who does not 
climb slips back. Nothing can be more clear 
than that a thought accepted, put in action, and 
kept free from criticism, becomes with every day 
less true, less vital—becomes more false. A 
thought believed and only that, becomes un- 
worthy of belief. And so man ever goads him- 
self again to travel the unending road. His life 
is not a state; it is a process. 

And now before I say my final word to you 
we must return again to talk of Pharisees, 
to try to do them justice. They are the 
men whom critics criticize. That is their func- 
tion. They represent the action in our common 
life. They make the world go round; they make 
the institutions run; they get things done accord- 
ing to the wisdom which the past has given. And 
meanwhile other men, so-called reformers, find 
fault with what they do—and there is fault 
enough to find. 

But are they made of different stuff—these 
two? Is one side right, the other wrong? May 
one of them destroy the other from the earth, 
sweep it aside and take the world in charge? I 
do not think so. Both groups are men, and every 
man has both these attitudes within himself. To 
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make our life complete each side must play its 
part. I know reformers who complain with bit- 
terness because men will not change the world 
at once as they demand. They seem to me to 
argue in this vein, ‘‘I wish to differ from every 
other man and yet I ask that all the other men 
should see that I am right—and do it quickly.”’ 
I often wish they had, or, shall I say, I often wish 
we had a better sense of humor. 

But what of Pharisees again? They are the 
men of ‘‘common sense.’’ I wish they had more 
sense, could see more clearly the need of criticism 
of what they do. I wish that both these groups 
could see how silly and futile each would be with- 
out the other. And yet it will not do to wish too 
hard, to set one’s heart on having peace, the 
peace that comes with understanding. These 
two will never understand each other. Our 
human life will never understand itself. But it 
will always try; and as it tries it will succeed. 
But if it stopped from trying, ne human spirit 
would be dead. 

Members of the andnnee class: I have 
tried in these last words to tell you of the road 
that you must go. I send you out, not in search 
for things that men can own, but in the search 
for self, for your own lives, and for the lives of 
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other men. I charge you that you seek to find 
what human life can be, and that you make the 
search with high intelligence and sober common 
sense. You will not reach the goal. Your life is 
stretched between the best that lies behind and 
the achievement still before of which each vision 
that we get seems only a glimmer of the truth 
that men will some day win. I bid you as you 
go keep fellowship with other men; no matter 
what they do, no matter what they say or think, 
they are your fellows in the common task. You 
should regard them as you do regard yourself. 

I have no fear of your discouragement at what 
I have said. You do not dread the unending 
road. What I do fear for you is just that leth- 
argy of spirit that cuts man’s life in two, that 
lets our double nature fall apart. Beware of 
that. We send you forth on high adventure. 
This college loves the life of man, and it has tried 
to make you ready for that life. Go forth and 
play your part, and be you worthy of the college 
which has tried to teach you how to play. 
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A LEADER IN FREEDOM 


WONDER what Andrews would have said 
had he been here to-night. If for the mo- 
ment he were back among us, having taken on, 
let us suppose, another personality, what would 
he say about that fellow Andrews whom we are 
here to honor? I do not think he would have 
mourned. Andrews was not a mourner before 
the eyes of men. He might have talked about the 
common tragedy of life, the life which brings us 
to our friends, makes us of them, so mingles us 
into their thoughts, their feelings and desires that 
they are we and we are they, and then rends us 
asunder in their death. And yet I do not think 
he would have spent his interest even upon this 
universal tragedy. In spite of all the richness of 
his feeling there was a cool impersonality about 
him. That you and I must die—that’s in the 
game; and Andrews had the sportsman’s instinct 
for playing the game just as he found it, accord- 
ing to the rules. 


He preached in 1882 a sermon in memory of 
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Mrs. Mary Jane Perrin, one of his friends. And 
as he understood the task, two things he set him- 
self to do, ‘‘to speak the simple truth about her — 
life,’? and then ‘‘to ponder long the lessons and 
memory of such a life in order to be braced, for- 
tified and inspired to imitate its virtues.’’ it 
think that we may take these aims to be our own 
and try to do for him what he, on like occasion, 
did so gallantly for one whose quality he wished 
to honor. 

What is the simple truth about Andrews? My 
impression is that no one in the last half-century 
has so captivated, so dominated an American 
college community as he did. How did he do it? 
Or rather, how did it come about? For no one 
would ever think that he desired or planned to be 
a captivator. What was there in him that 
mastered us, mastered both work and play, 
teachers and students alike, that made us all his 
men in everything we thought or did? I do not 
think it was primarily affection, though that was 
very deep. It was not simply pride in his 
achievements, though they were great. I know 
it was not blind acceptance of his point of view; 
blindness in any form was not acceptable to him, 
nor, may I say, to us. What was it, then? 

I find my own answer in the words of Hpicte- 
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tus the Stoic as he tells of his admiration for 
Socrates, his spiritual master. In a splendid 
passage he contrasts the regard which men have 
for tyrants with that which they have for lead- 
ers. ‘‘Who pays regard to you as to a man?”’ he 
asks the tyrant. ‘‘Who would wish to be like 
you, who would desire to imitate you as he would 
Socrates?’’ 

It was, I think, something of the regard which 
free men paid to Socrates, their master, that we 
have paid to Andrews. ‘‘Who pays regard to 
youastoaman? Who would wish to be like you, 
who would desire to imitate you, as he would 
Socrates?’’?’ There are other men to whom we 
pay greater regard as scholars, other men who - 
have more sharply determined the course of edu- 
cational theory and practice in the country, other 
men who have had a more compelling influence 
upon the affairs of state; and yet in human power 
to win discipleship from those about him, to make 
them will to be men like him, he was unequalled. 
There seemed to be in him a certain contagious 
humanness that swept into the veins of other men 
who felt his touch. He was, like Socrates, a 
teacher in this deepest sense. You might or 
might not learn from him your politics, your art, 
your creed, and yet he seemed to give an answer 
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to that question in which all other questions are 
summed up, What shall I be? Some baker can 
tell us how to mix our bread, some soldier how to 
kill our foes, some artist how to paint, some gang- 
boss how to wield the pick and spade, but in the 
doing of them all there is a common human qual- 
ity which may be high or low, may be the sort of 
thing a man should try to be, or, on the other 
hand, the thing men hate or ought to hate; in any 
one of them a man may be a man or be a cad. 
It was the lesson of being a man and not a cad 
that Andrews taught, as Socrates of old taught 
his Athenian boys. 

What was the secret of it all? What was the 
quality in Andrews from which contagion of 
manly virtue sprang, which seemed to wind men 
up, to set them going at double speed when he 
had touched them? I think he had an extra por- 
tion of the very quality of life itself. We human 
beings go about our joys and tasks, pursue our 
pleasures, meet our obligations, passing from day 
to day as days go by until the end. How much of 
spirit is there in us for the game, for joys and 
pains, achievements and adventures, despairs and 
sharp defeats? Are we not tame and thin in 
spirit as compared with Andrews? He seemed to 
have a zest for being aman. It was not that he 
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hoped to win; no man of sense expects too much 
of that. Success and failure are alike experi- 
ences of men, and in them both the spirit of a man 
may be expressed. It was that he had zest for 
life, a zest unhindered by timidity and fear, un- 
limited by meanness and self-seeking. He was 
alive and willed to be alive, and willed that other 
men should live; he fought with all his might 
against whatever threatened human life. He 
was a lover of mankind, not in the softer sense 
which runs to sentiment, but rather in a grander, 
savage, passionate zest for manliness, the joy of 
doing and seeing done the things that men may 
do. 

One finds in many forms this zest for life which 
Andrews had. His humor shows it; so, too, his 
hatred of sham. It bubbles up in the biographies 
he loved to write and tell. His fearlessness that 
ran toward recklessness expresses it; so does his 
sheer democracy; and the demand he ever made 
for freedom for himself and other men; it is the 
very essence of his creed as teacher and college 
leader. 

Never shall I forget that opening morning of 
the college year when out he came around the 
pulpit and, standing stalwart on the narrow plat- 
form, told us about Demosthenes. He loved to 
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take a single human life and follow it. I well 
remember how that morning the actors in the life 
of Greece came forth upon the stage, and, as we 
followed their thoughts and deeds, how the great 
drama of mankind revealed itself. I have found 
that story again in something that he wrote four 
years ago, and it has still the same dramatic in- 
terest. Demosthenes and Phocion, Philip and 
Alexander, these were for him the men who made 
or marred the culture of the world. Phocion was 
right; Demosthenes was wrong. If Alexander 
could have lived another twenty years the world 
might have been saved from later barbarism. 
Greece would have conquered Asia; Asia and 
Greece with mingling culture would have con- 
quered Rome; and they together, dominated by 
the thought of Greece, would have conquered Hu- 
rope. The darkness of the early Middle Ages 
would never have descended on the world. 
Greece with its freedom and intelligence would 
have made the whole world free. If only Mace- 
donia’s king had lived another twenty years! 
So, too, he tells the tales of other men and 
women, of Robert E. Lee, the blameless foe, of 
Christopher Columbus, self-seeker, pirate, bigot, 
finding a new world by mistake, and yet a mighty 
man who found a world because he ventured forth 
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when other men had only thought of venturing. 
With equal zest he tells the tales of Mrs. Perrin 
and of Immanuel Kant who, like Columbus, ven- 
tured forth and found or made another world for 
men to live in. You who have laughed with An- 
drews in the past, who have enjoyed his jokes and 
quips, his flashing insight into men, if you would 
laugh with him again, look up the story which he 
wrote of his first year’s experiences as a soldier 
in the Civil War. He tells of all his pals and 
their adventures, of Frisbie the cook, of whom he 
says: ‘‘Frisbie had not very many faults. The 
only ones I can readily recall were swearing, 
gambling, lying, drinking, stealing and speaking 
evil of the orderly sergeant; but in these few, I 
feel constrained to testify, he was an adept and 
did not do things by halves.’’ And there was 
Pilkington who was in drinking more than a 
match even for Frisbie. As Andrews says, ‘‘He 
never allowed an opportunity for getting drunk 
to pass unimproved.’’ And Charley Schmidt and 
Aleck Wilson and Jeremiah Horan, these were his 
friends, and through the blackness of the first 
year of war, he tells the story of their doings as 
if they had been a group of boys at play. 

I have not time to-night to follow into other 
fields the varying expressions of that essential 


56 A LEADER IN FREEDOM 


quality which made him what he was. But, you 
who knew him, I ask you, was he not more a man 
than you or I? Was he not more akin to other 
men? Did he not love the very quality and art 
of being human? 

But now that we have made our little formula, 
what does it mean? I wonder if we know. What 
is this humanness, this manliness of which we 
speak? What does it mean to be more of a man 
than other men, as Andrews was? 


There is a very pretty fallacy which we commit 
as we relate ourselves to heroes, like Andrews or 
Socrates. It might be called the fallacy of steal- 
ing the hero; and every one of us who claims a 
hero as his own is likely to make the blunder. 

Andrews was fond of Frisbie who excelled in 
getting drunk, and Frisbie doubtless felt that An- 
drews was a man just like himself. I have no 
doubt that he compared his hero Andrews with 
other primmer, more restricted souls, and saw 
that Andrews was with him, not them, that he was 
essentially a good fellow like himself. And he 
was right in part. And yet I do not think that 
Andrews thought that being a drunken sot was 
worthy of a man. I think that Frisbie, by an 
honest blunder in his logic, was trying to steal a 
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hero whom he had no right to claim. I well re- 
call how Andrews loved a baseball game; do you 
remember how he lost his self-control when Ten- 
ney knocked three-baggers up the right-field line? 
Andrews so loved a game that any boy who played 
could feel him sharing the grand excitement of 
the contest till the game was lost or won. And 
yet to make of him a sport is to belittle and belie 
him. He did not think that running miles or lin- 
ing them out was occupation high enough for one 
who had the chance of doing something more. 
Andrews loved games; and yet you do not give 
the essence of the man by saying that he loved 
them. 

And so in many other ways we might attempt to 
steal our hero. But just the pity of it is that 
when we steal we do not get him. The trouble is 
we fail to understand him. I cannot doubt that, 
like the other followers, I, too, am tempted to 
commit the sin, to make the theft. Being a 
teacher, I want to claim him for the teacher’s 
trade; being a college president, I feel the need 
of some one stalwart and beloved to stand beside 
me in the fight. And yet I come to you to-night 
to give you his own words. I have sought through 
many pages to find the things he said about him- 
self and other men. 
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As nearly as I can, I wish to tell you what he 
says about the sort of man a man should wish to 
be. 

Andrews believed, I think, that men are climb- 
ing up from lower things to higher, from cruder 
and more stupid forms of life to finer ones and 
better. It was that sense of human striving that 
made him so insistent that every man should have 
achance. He hated privilege and caste, the bonds 
of custom and advantage that keep men tied to 
what they are, that keep men down and will not 
let them up. Always he found the world unjust 
to multitudes of men who never have a chance 
to be themselves. But quite as much, I am sure, 
he hated the inner bonds of men, the impotence 
that keeps them slack and lazy when they have a 
chance, the lack of zest for life’s adventure that 
keeps them satisfied with stubble for food and 
dross for merchandise, that keeps the spirit dor- 
mant in its husk of flesh. He loved to see the 
human spirit on its way, free in the search of its 
adventure. 

It seems to me that I have found him most 
fully revealed in those years in Florida when he 
was waiting for the ending of his time to come. 
What did he do? 

He thought and studied and wrote. - What were 
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his subjects? ‘‘Wealthy Men and the Public Weal’’ 
was one of them; the paper on ‘‘Greek National- 
ism and Home Rule in the Fourth Century Bs. o.’’ 
from which I quoted, was another. Next came the 
‘‘Renaissance’’; then ‘‘Milton’s LEcclesiastic- 
Political Setting’’; and finally the study on ‘‘ Art 
and Character’’ in which the deepest yearnings of 
the man achieved their last expression. I think 
we find him there perhaps as nowhere else. He 
thought of Art just as he thought of every other 
phase of human life, in terms of character. The 
craving for beauty he found to be not mere in- 
stinctive, unrelated passion, but the expression in 
fitting forms of all the deepest meanings, the sub- 
tlest treasures of the human spirit. Listen to his 
words as he portrays the beauties of the paradise 
for which he yearns: 


We know the joy of gazing at great works of art. 
It is indescribable, giving uplift and inspiration like 
nothing else. Being asked where he wished to be 
buried, Michelangelo replied: ‘‘Where my eyes may for- 
ever rest on the words of Brunelleschi.’’ He of course 
referred mainly to the Florence Cathedral. But more 
glorious far than any works of Brunelleschi or other 
mortal artist will be the objects on which souls who 
attain will have the privilege of gazing in the world 
where they shall be. Everywhere they will see in the 
spirits of just men made complete the masterpieces of 
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the infinite Artist, characters more splendid than any 
that this life has revealed, on which none will be able 
to gaze without rapcure. But, best of all, they shall 
see in the total there set before them, the Ideal, the 
Supreme Good, infinitely perfect morally and so in- 
finitely beautiful, the Author of all moral as of all 
physical beauty, realizing beauty in absolute and in- 
communicable perfection. That is what the pure in 
heart shall see. That, indeed, is the chief end of man 
interpreting the catechism’s language, so deep with 
truth—‘‘to appreciate the Eternal in its rea! glorious- 
ness and to enjoy the same forever.’’ 


That in his own day and place, was the spirit 
and mind of Andrews as he brought his life to- 
gether towards its goal. And a little later, to 
speak for himself, he quotes from Emily Dickin- 
son: 


A SERVICE or Sone 


Some keep the Sabbath going to Church ; 
I keep it staying at home, 

With a bobolink for a chorister 
And an orchard for a dome. 


Some keep the Sabbath in surplice ; 
I just wear my wings, 

And instead of tolling the bell for Church 
Our little sexton sings. 


God preaches—a noted clergyman— 
And the sermon is never long. 
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So instead of going to heaven at last 
I’m going all along. 


But you may say these were the words and 
thoughts of later years when illness pulled him 
down. I do not think that illness ever pulled him 
down. What was he in his active years; what did 
he do and wish to do when he was here at Brown? 
I think that Andrews was by instinct and con- 
viction a scholar and a teacher. He thought of 
scholarship as guiding and directing human life, 
and so he flung himself with all his might into its 
conflicts and called on other men to come with 
him and take their places in the fray. His life 
was far too busy, far too much concerned with 
other men and their affairs, to let him take the 
place he might have won in scholarship. And 
yet I think that both by instinct and achievement 
he far surpassed the other men who had a cor- 
responding place and opportunity. We knew him 
as our guide and teacher, the builder of a faculty, 
the man who took a college into his hands and 
made it brim with life and vigor, the man to whom 
trustees and students, teachers and graduates, 
friends and foes alike, all turned their eyes. He 
was for us a busy man, a great administrator. 
What do you think he would have said about him- 
self? I know that in the eight short years he 
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spent at Brown he published more studies and 
books than most men of his trade can publish in 
a lifetime. I had almost said more books than 
many of them can read within a lifetime. Some- 
how or other, this man whom we interpreted in 
terms of action was finding a quiet place where he 
might read and think and write. How was it that 
he brought and kept the faculty that clustered 
round him here? Because they knew that he was 
one of them. Do you think they stole their hero? 
One of them said to me a little while ago, one of 
the greatest teachers that this college has ever 
had, ‘‘He [Andrews] gave to me as no one else 
has ever done the sense that men must know and 
understand ; he sent me on intoxicated with desire 
for truth.’? Yes, Andrews had the passion for 
the scholar’s life; he had as well the zest for work- 
manship that brought men to him and swept them 
on beside him in the game. In those eight years 
that he was here at Brown as president, he pub- 
lished, besides the many sermons and addresses 
that he gave, besides the lecture outlines that he 
made in several fields of philosophic thought, be- 
sides translations from Droysen in history and 
Paulsen in philosophy—besides all these and new 
editions of his earlier works, he published as 
books, ‘‘An Honest Dollar,’ ‘‘Wealth and Moral 
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Law,’’ ‘‘History of the United States,’’ and ‘‘His- 
tory of the Last Quarter Century of the United 
States.’’ How did he do it? Nothing but sheer 
capacity for life, nothing but passionate finding of 
life in books could have sustained him through 
the labor that he undertook. For him his books 
were just the weapons of a man. 

This was the man who came to Brown in 1889 
as president.. I need not tell again the story of 
the things he did. That story has been often told 
and will be often told again. All that I care to 
say just now is this: he mastered us—his 
scholars. He had a purpose that we felt, a grip 
on human life that caught us fast; we got the 
sense. that in a college such as Brown there was 
a mighty something to be done, that he was doing 
it, and we must join him in the task. What was 
the thing he wanted done? He put it clearly 
enough in papers and addresses, inside the col- 
lege walls and outside as well. He always said, 
when called upon to explain the college, that its 
aim was first of alla moral aim. Always he said 
that scholarship and learning, teaching and study 
must be used for making character, for making 
men. And we applauded to the echo. ‘‘Yes, 
yes,’’ we said, ‘‘he is no pedant, no bookworm, 
no idle theorizer; he does not care how much 
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you know; he only asks the kind of man you are.’’ 
And all the time in our enthusiasm we were deny- 
ing every word he meant to say. He meant that 
colleges should take their books and by their 
books should make boys into men. We all too 
often thought he meant to say, ‘‘Character is’ 
better far than books; if only one decides to be 
a man, shoves out his chest and says, I am a 
manly man, it makes no difference whether he 
thinks or not.’? But Andrews had his view of 
what a man should be, of what he might be made 
when culture, its learning and its art, its lit- 
erature and thought, its science and religion, had 
had their way with him. He dreamed of making 
men of culture; we all too often thought he 
planned to make the sort of men we were. 

I am not here complaining especially of the 
men of Brown. In every other college of this 
unenlightened land of ours this drama has been 
played. But I do know that Andrews had the 
sense of bitter disappointment in the results of 
college teaching. It was this, I think, which 
drove him in 1897 to plan for having a part in 
that great college of the common people which 
the ‘‘Cosmopolitan Magazine’? had undertaken. 
It found expression later when he said that he 
would much prefer to be a teacher in the common 
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schools rather than in a college. In 1904, 
speaking at a convention of his fraternity, he 
made his theme ‘‘The Decline of Culture,’’ and 
after sharp and biting criticism of college teach- 
ing, he said: 


No wonder that students in college now show, as 
compared with those of years past, great dearth of moral 
enthusiasm. There is fair zeal for hard study, for in- 
tellectual attainments, for qualifications that shall bring 
place and name and fcrtune; but little for ideals, truth 
on its own account. Quite in vain, I think, would you 
search American institutions of high learning to find 
students, as one could easily do once, in societies, in 
dormitories, on college walks, engaging each other with 
blood-heat arguments, sometimes leading to duels, on 
questions like slavery, capital punishment, the rights of 
majorities. Equally vital questions crowd the forum to- 
day, issues on whose solution the whole weal of hu- 
manity hangs; but they stir very little the breasts of 
college men. Nor can I refer this in any great degree 
to change of view touching debate as a means of ad- 
vancing truth. Its main cause is sheer moral apathy. 


And then again in closing, quoting from Hmer- 
son, he said: 


Brothers in Delta Upsilon, trebly loud, earnest and 
numerous since the day of Emerson’s warning, ‘‘You 
hear on every hand the maxims of a low prudence. You 
hear that the first duty is to get land and money, place 
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and name. ‘What is this truth you seek? What is 
this beauty?’ Men will ask with derision. 

‘Be bold, be firm, be true. When you shall say, ‘As 
others do, so will I. I renounce, I am sorry for it, 
my early visions; I must eat the good of the land and 
let character-making go until a more convenient sea- 
son’—then dies the man in you; then once more perish 
the buds of nobility, piety, and truth as they have 
died already in a thousand thousand men. The hour 
of that choice is the crisis of your history. .. . Bend 
to the persuasion which is flowing to you from every 
highest prompting of human nature to be its tongue 
to the heart of man and to show the besotted world 
how passing fair is wisdom.’’ 


Men of Brown, we had a prophet here among 
us, and we followed him, or thought we did. But 
like the followers of many another prophet, we 
did not always understand the message that he 
brought. We paid regard to him as to a man; 
we wanted to be like him; we willed to imitate 
him. . Yes, but did we not steal our hero, each 
for himself? Did we take pains to know him as 
he was? No man may claim to be his man, to 
walk with him, who spends his days in idleness 
or sloth; nor may a man who, seizing some advan- 
tage which the Fates have furnished him, live 
by the labor of the hands of other men; nor may 
a man who hinders other men from rising up to 
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be the men they might become; nor may a man 
who shrinks and trembles in the face of life; nor 
May a man who does not know the joy and sus- 
tenance of books that tell what human living is; 
nor may a man who does not live in yearning 
adoration of the beauty of the world; nor may 
a man who has not in him the longing to find 
that which a man may worship as his God. These 
were the things that Andrews found in human 
life; these make the humanness that we have felt 
in him. We may not shout for him unless we 
shout for them. 


Dear, gallant, stalwart, splendid Bennie An- 
drews. The zest of life was in him to the brim. 
He loved the things a man might be. Oh, what 
a gallant fight he made, and what a hard one! I 
cannot mourn that he is gone; I am too glad that 
he has been and is. He was a man. Yes, take 
him all in all, we shall not see his like again. 
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HERE is one obvious outstanding fact about 

the younger generation, viz., that the older 
generation made it. The marks of its makers are 
upon it. These young people who torment us, 
who baffle us, who seem so different from our- 
selves—these are our children. Whatever they 
are they owe tous. We gave them birth; we gave 
them training; we gave them the social order 
which shapes and fashions them. If they have 
virtues, the cause is in us; if they have vices, it 
is we who brought them into being. In every 
proper causal sense they are ours. If then we 
wish to understand our children we must examine 
ourselves. If we would prescribe for their dis- 
eases or cultivate their virtues, we must find the 
sources of these in ourselves and in our world. 
Just as the fathers, whom we approve, made us, 
so we made these who follow us, whom we often 
condemn. But the approval on the one hand and 
the disapproval on the other seem to clash when 


they meet together in us who stand between. 
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Why so ill an effect from so good a cause? 

The principle just stated holds good, I think, 
for many present situations. But more specifi- 
eally, for our immediate purpose, it throws light 
upon what is known as the Athletic Situation in 
the Colleges. It may be worth while to discuss 
that situation in the light which the principle will 
give. 

A few days ago, the postman brought us a letter 
of a type which is fairly familiar. It reads as 
follows: \ 


Sept. 5, 1922. 

Dear Sir: I would like to enter Amhurst College, 
on behalf of my athletic ability. I have played foot- 
ball for the past five years. I played three years for 
— High School, selected in all scholastic team 
in 1919. I have been a scrubb at College for the 
past two years. One varsity season under and the 
other in my freshman year. My weight at present is 
165 lbs. and play the position of an end. I also partici- 
pate in baseball. 

My past record at is highly graded due to my 
boxing ability. I boxed the past two seasons for 
Varsity. I realize the fact that your College does not 
have this sport, but I do promise to make good on my 
football ability. I would like to hear from you at your 
earliest convenience, anytime before your registering 
days or the first day of school. 
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I would gladly except your most legitimate offer to- 
wards a scholarship in helping me get an education. 
Very truly yours, 


Now in the spirit of our principle we are bound 
to ask, ‘‘What have we done to deserve this?’’ 
Here is a young man rejoicing in the fruits of two 
years of teaching in a well known American col- 
lege. Presumably he has been under the instruc- 
tion of school and college for fourteen or fifteen 
years. Presumably his achievements have been 
accepted as sufficient basis for promotion by 
school and college throughout that period. And 
yet he is apparently untouched by what a school 
or college ought to give. And this appears at 
two points. First, he cannot write an English 
sentence. If his skill in athletics were equal to 
his skill in English composition, what chance 
would he have of making the team? With such 
equipment a football coach would look upon him 
as kindly as upon a man with wooden legs or 
bereft of both his arms. Upon the field men must 
have speed and strength and wits; and they must 
show that everything they have is forced up to - 
its highest point by constant, faithful practice. 
But in the world of books, what are the standards? 
This case suggests that in the training of the 
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mind standards are very low compared with those 
which dominate the training of the body. If so, 
who is at fault; what can be done to clear away 
the fault? 

And, second, the writer of this letter offers 
services for sale. ‘‘What will you pay,”’ he asks, 
‘af I will come and play upon your teams?”’ 
There is a blunder in his mind when he asks 
such a question: what is it? No one can blame 
him for offering services for sale. We all do 
that who earn our livings. The blunder lies in 
thinking that any proper college would buy such 
services. He thinks of us as hiring teams, as 
paying men to “‘represent’’ the college in its 
games. Who taught him things like that? Where 
did he get his notion of what a college is, and 
what a game, and what a football fight between 
two groups of undergraduates? Some one has 
led him astray, has robbed him of the meaning 
of college sport. Who is the guilty person? 
We need to fix the guilt because such robbery, 
such spoiling of our college games must stop. 
And we can stop them only by finding out just 
what they are and how they come about. Some- 
where in what we are, in what we have done or 
left undone, in what we think and feel and teach, 
the cause of our vexation will be found. And we 
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must search until we find it. Then having found 
it we must act accordingly. 


§ 1 


I have said that the truth about our college 
games needs to be discovered and stated. May 
I add that it should be stated very carefully? 
The truth is, J think, that our athletic situation 
is fundamentally dishonest. But ‘‘dishonest’’ is 
a dangerous term. It needs to be defined. 

This charge of ‘‘dishonesty’’ is very commonly 
made just now, especially by younger people, 
against all our established institutions. And, in 
large measure, I think, the so-called revolt of 
youth is based upon this charge. Older people 
seem to say one thing when they mean another, 
to give one reason for an action when they are 
really moved by another. How much of truth 
is there in the charge? Is the management of 
the world just now unusually dishonest? Or is 
the resentment against dishonesty unusually 
keen? Both factors, I think, enter into the situa- 
tion. 

Men have always been moved by more than 
one motive atatime. And they have always been 
tempted to show one motive to one person and a 
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second motive to another in order to secure the 
favor of each for a common cause. When men 
say that trade follows the flag, they hope to link 
together, sometimes in strange conjunctions, both 
patriots and money-makers. When they add that 
trade follows the missionary, they are seeking to 
add religious people to the combination, or vice 
versa. And the creation of just such connections 
is sometimes called administration. Are we un- 
usually clever in such duplicity or multiplicity 
just now? Many younger people think we are— 
and they hate it. My own observation is that 
we are at present unusually mixed up by a com- 
plicated world. We have more motives to cor- 
relate, more interests to manage than we are 
ready for. And [I doubt very much whether the 
younger generation in the same situation would 
have done any better with it than we have done. 
But, however that may be, the two elements in 
the situation seem to me to stand out with strik- 
ing clearness. First, we have had in our world— 
and still have—perplexities and hesitations and 
concealments and devices. And second, out of 
these has come a hatred of them, a demand for 
straightforwardness in motive and action. 

If that demand can be met without breaking 
the social machinery, the younger people will 
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have a better world in which to live than had their 
elders. If they can get it they are welcome to it 
even though they state their discovery of it in 
terms of a condemnation of those who have made 
their achievement necessary but who also have 
made it possible. If they succeed they will re- 
cord us as ‘‘dishonest.’’ Perhaps a more sym- 
pathetic judgment would call us ‘‘complicated.’’ 


§ 2 


Now this general social situation is strikingly 
. illustrated in the field of college games. College 
sport has been mixed up with other college inter- 
ests, has been administered in connection with 
other college enterprises, has been used for other 
purposes. What it needs is just to be freed from 
this mixture. It must be made and kept pure 
sport, played for its own sake, and for nothing 
else. 

The mixture of which I speak appears in the 
letter which is our text. The writer hopes for 
a chance to play. But he also hopes for payment 
in return for good playing. He thinks that, for 
some ulterior reason, we of the college want and 
need good playing, and are therefore willing to 
pay for it. Are we? If so, why? 
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I should like to try to separate the original and 
the secondary motives which together make our 
complicated situation. 

There are two primary motives from which col- 
lege games spring, out of which the essential 
spirit of the games is made. The first is a desire 
of the players and of the undergraduate com- 
munity which they represent; it is the desire for 
fun, for the sheer joy of competition with another 
college and its team. Taken all in all, there is 
no ‘‘outside’’ interest of the undergraduate years 
which is so compelling or, within proper limits, 
so worth while as this. 

The second motive is the desire of players and 
communities for victory in the games. This, too, 
is essential. There can be no game without it. 
If one does not wish and strive for victory, then 
one does not play at all. To play is to play to 
win. 

These two motives are, I think, the stuff of 
which college sport is made. They are not its 
only values, but they are, I think, its dominating 
intentions. Do they give us an explanation of 
our letter? Hvidently not. Any undergraduate 
knows that to pay a man to play on his team is 
not good sport, to hire a man to be a member of 
the college in order that he may ‘‘represent”?’ it, 
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is a contradiction in terms. I do not mean to sug- 
gest that undergraduates are immune to self-con- 
tradiction. But I do think that, if undergraduates 
were free from our complications, they would 
escape this sort of contradiction. The young 
American is a good sport if he gets a fair chance 
at being one. But the sting of this letter lies in 
the fact that it is addressed to the college au- 
thorities, that more specifically it asks for a 
scholarship from the college funds as payment 
for athletic service. Evidently it presumes that 
president and faculty are interested in winning 
teams. Are they? And if so, why? What are 
their motives in relation to college sport? 

My own experience in such matters has been, 
I think, a very fortunate one. And yet expe- 
rience as well as observation compels me to give 
to this question an answer which one would rather 
not give. ‘‘We’’ are interested in winning teams, 
not only because we like to win, but also because 
life is easier for us, administration is more 
smooth, when teams are winning than when they 
lose. I have heard it said that the turn of a 
game would have much to do with the success of 
a drive for endowment. I have seen lists of 
figures eagerly compiled and scanned to show 
that under one administration the percentage of 
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victories was quite as great as under another. 
What are the secondary motives at work here? 
Why does administration care for victories more 
than for defeats? 

The answer is that victories are supposed to 
win for the college the favor of men who without 
them would be indifferent or antagonistic. To 
put it quite bluntly, the college needs the favor 
and support of men who are not sufficiently inter- 
ested in its essential values to care for it because 
of these. It therefore makes appeal to them on 
other grounds. It hopes that in the fact that one 
football team has beaten another they will find 
reason for endowing the scholarship and teaching 
with which the first team is ‘‘connected.’’ It 
offers an insult to their intelligence as an appeal 
to their favor. 

There are two groups of men to whom this 
appeal is especially made, the ‘‘public’’ and the 
‘‘athletic alumni.’’ In the first case, it is hoped 
that the news of the winning of games, if properly 
spread abroad, will make a good impression upon 
people who do not know the college in other ways. 
In this sense, winning teams are ‘‘good advertis- 
ing.’’ It is believed that, wherever the news of 
victory goes, ‘‘boys’’ will be attracted to the col- 
lege, their friends will be impressed by its 
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strength, and so the numbers and the prestige of 
the institution will be increased. In the period 
of building up since the early nineties, this notion 
has been wide-spread and sometimes very power- 
ful. 

The appeal to the ‘‘athletic alumni’’ is very 
similar. These men are the graduates and non- 
graduates of the college who value athletic 
victories very highly. In some few exceedingly 
crude cases, they seem to care for victories and 
for nothing else. For these men a college is an 
athletic club with certain other very irritating 
appendages. But the greater number of the 
group are not so dull as this. They commonly 
believe, first, that victories give ‘‘good advertis- 
ing,’’ and, second, that victories indicate better 
than anything else the quality of the under- 
graduate life, and even of the college instruction 
and administration. For lack of other standards, ° 
they judge the college by this, with which they 
are familiar. 

Now the essential feature of both these appeals 
is that the college is attempting by indirection to 
win the favor of men for one cause by meeting 
their interest in another. And this is simply one 
phase of the fact that those who are carrying 
on educational work in America must or do de- 
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pend for support upon men who, in large 
measure, do not understand or do not care what 
education really is. In dealing with such men 
we use our games as a way of using them. It is 
a natural thing to do. But is it either wise or 
fair? My own conviction is that the procedure 
in all its forms is radically bad and unwise, that 
it defeats its own ends while seeming to gain 
them. In the remainder of this paper I should 
like to try to point out the harm which this ad- 
ministrative complication of motives has done to 
education and to the games. That it is harmful 
to both seems to me beyond question. 


$3 


If any one doubts that our double dealing is 
harmful to education, I would refer him to the 
letter with which this discussion began. The 
case is extreme but it is representative. Do we 
suppose that we can surround our students with 
a persistent and powerful misrepresentation of 
what they are doing in college and yet expect 
them to understand their task and to do it well? 
If we tell them that a college with good teams is 
a good college, what do we expect them to choose 
as their own college purposes? The business 
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of ‘‘advertising’’ a college needs very care- 
ful scrutiny. I have yet to see any college under- 
take to ‘‘attract’’? boys by appeal to the lesser 
values of the college life without at the same time 
making it probable that the boys had better go 
elsewhere if they wish to get an education. We 
are under obligation to advertise our colleges in 
the sense of explaining what they are, what they 
have to give. But we are under even greater ob- 
ligation to stop misrepresenting the college and 
its work in order to make it attractive to those 
who are not interested in it. At its best, this 
procedure is an attempt to catch young men un- 
awares, to give them an education while they are 
thinking of something else. At its worst, it 
is crude and vulgar deception. But in either 
case it is essentially hostile to the work and the 
spirit of a place where learning is, where 
truth and knowledge are to be sought and 
found. 

With respect to the alumni who have judged 
the college by its athletic victories we have, I 
think, genuine ground for encouragement. I say 
this not for administrative reasons, but because 
it seems to me true. Any alumnus who stops to 
think knows that a good team does not prove a 
good college. When all is said and done, it is 


84 WHAT ARE COLLEGE GAMES FOR? 


clear that the surest and best way to get a good 
team is to buy it, to hire the players and to hire 
good coaches to train them. This has been 
shown very clearly in many striking cases. And 
in less striking cases it is equally true according 
to the measure of the dishonesty and lack of 
sportsmanship. In the face of facts like these, 
no one can continue to think that a college may 
be judged by its teams. And in general I be- 
lieve that the graduates of our colleges are learn- 
ing better standards, are judging not so much 
by petty and lesser values as by the essential 
things. It is at least to be sincerely hoped that 
this is true. Surely every president and every 
faculty should be busy in trying to make it true. 
We need from our friends, support and favor, 
but, far more than these, we need from our own 
graduates genuine and sympathetic understand- 
ing of what we are trying to do. Whatever 
hinders that, harms our work. Whatever in- 
creases it, makes good education more nearly 
possible. That athletic misrepresentation has 
done grievous harm to the American college, its 
students, its teachers, its graduates, its outside 
friends, no one can doubt. That it must be 
stopped is equally certain. 
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§ 4 


But what harm has been done to the games 
themselves by the use of them for other pur- 
poses? What has administrative double-minded- 
ness done to sport and to sportsmanship? It has 
not wholly destroyed them. Young men in col- 
lege are still young and still men; and hence 
games are still games. But it has allowed the 
games to be shockingly changed for the worse. 

When, however, one examines the damage, it 
appears to be due not so much to positive offenses 
by presidents and faculties as to the failure of 
these guardians of the college to take opportuni- 
ties, to meet obligations with clean and decisive 
action. The task of understanding and placing 
games in the general scheme of college life is not 
an easy one. We have many excuses for failure 
to accomplish it; and yet the fact remains that 
we have failed, that the collegiate administration 
of games is on the whole a rather pitiful failure. 

The difficulty of the task has arisen chiefly 
from the coming in of an external factor. We 
first thought of games as the play of students, as 
competition between colleges. But during the 
last thirty or forty years these contests have 
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taken on very great interest for people outside 
the colleges. The general public, collegiate and 
non-collegiate, is so eager to see our contests that 
it is willing to pay well for the privilege. And 
so it has come about that more and more we have 
provided on our fields places for lookers-on; until 
now the largest ‘‘crowds’’ are mounting to fifties 
or sixties of thousands, and the gate-receipts of 
a team for a season may be counted by the hun- 
dreds of thousands of dollars. 

Here then are the elements of a rather difficult 
situation. Our primary purpose is that our stu- 
dents play gdmes with the men of other colleges. 
But other people wish to see the play and are 
willing to pay for the privilege. What shall we 
do? Shall we refuse to admit outsiders? Shall 
we admit them without payment? If we take 
payment, on what scale shall it be and what use 
shall be made of the money taken? Now to each 
of these questions our practice has given the 
easiest answer, whether right or wrong. If peo- 
ple wish to see, then of course they must be ad- 
mitted. If people offer money, of course we will 
take it—take as much as they are willing to pay. 
If the money is taken in as profit from athletic 
games, then of course the proper use of it is for 
athletic purposes. These are the easy natural 
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answers; but within them lies the cause of our 
disaster. 

The first answer is, I think, valid. It would 
not be wise or friendly for us to exclude the pub- 
lic from our contests. From our own immediate 
standpoint such exclusion is desirable. If the 
games were not public spectacles we could have 
better sport, more fun, better sportsmanship 
than is possible with our present publicity. And 
yet it would be socially wrong for us to seek such 
seclusion. The college is, in all essential fea- 
tures, a public institution. Here is a ‘‘complica- 
tion’’ from which we cannot generously or hon- 
orably escape. The public must come if they 
wish; and we must make them welcome, and then 
make the best of our situation. 

The second answer is not so clearly or so com- 
pletely true. I think we have a right and even 
an obligation to make a charge for admission to 
the games. It would hardly seem proper to use 
the funds of the college to pay for the providing 
of accommodations for spectators. One cannot 
very well use scholarship or library funds for the 
building of Bowls and Coliseums. But why 
should the charge be anything more than that of 
the actual additional cost of providing space and 
seats for those who ask us to provide them? I 
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can see no justification for anything more. 
Surely we are not in the business of making 
profits from the games of our students. Nor 
are we willing that they should be in that busi- 
ness either. But in some way or other we have 
gotten into that business, have built our fields and 
used them for extracting all the money which the 
traffic will bear. Here is a commercialism which 
must be stopped. Young men, as well as old, 
must see that it is not always necessary to take 
money when it is offered. Taking money usually 
implies a bargain. And in this case, the spirit 
of sportsmanship stands in the way. We are 
playing, not for money, but for fun. 

But it is the third answer which is most clearly 
and wickedly wrong. If we assume that gate- 
receipts are to be charged and thereby large sums 
of money are to be made available, who shall take 
them? The answer given is, that if money is 
made by games, it should be used for games; if 
it is made by teams, it should be used for teams. 
Why? What is the connection? 

As matter of fact, it is the exact opposite which 
is true. There can be no proper connection here. 
Every one knows that in such sport as ours, the 
money earned should not be given to the individ- 
ual players. But it is equally true that it should 
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not be used for the teams. If this is done, then 
the winning of games and the making of money 
are linked together in ways which are inevitably 
destructive of the whole scheme of college play. 
If the team wins, it makes more money; if it has 
more money, it is more sure of winning. And so 
the wheel goes spinning round, and the games 
which we began to play for fun become great 
financial struggles between managers and super- 
visors and coaches, and scouts and other out- 
siders, while the players are more and more the 
puppets used by the machine in fashioning its 
successes. 

Here is, I am sure, the radical blunder which 
has been made by our double-minded administra- 
tion. We have put together play and money- 
making when every interest of play demanded 
that they be separated. When it appeared, 
thirty years ago, that our games were arousing 
public interest and could therefore be made 
sources of revenue, what did we say? More or 
less clearly two statements were made. First, 
this public interest, though bad for sport, is good 
for other reasons, and must be cultivated. And, 
second, the amounts of money involved are too 
large to be managed by undergraduates; we must 
establish Boards of Control to see that proper 
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management is given. And so we took from 
undergraduates the management of their own 
games—much to their delight as they saw our 
more ‘‘efficient’’ administration. In their place 
we have established great systems of administra- 
tion which have built Stadiums, Bowls, Colise- 
ums, have increased gate-receipts, have aroused 
public interest, have ‘‘developed’’ teams, until 
the whole system has become an absurd travesty 
of the motive from which it sprang, the impulse 
of play which it was intended to serve. 

Nothing seems to me clearer than that it is 
essential for us to cut the connection between 
players and teams on the one side and gate- 
receipts and expenditures on the other. If under- 
graduates wish to have games, they should fur- 
nish the players from their own ranks, should ar- 
range their own schedules, pay their own ex- 
penses, carry on their own play. If on the other 
hand, people wish to come to the college grounds 
to see the play, the college may charge for this 
such payment as it thinks best. My own opinion 
is that it should charge the expense of the field 
and nothing more. 

But whether the income be large or small, it 
should be taken and used by the college and not 
by the team or its management. The interests 
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of the sport demand that the money be kept apart 
from it. 

When one suggests that such a change as this 
be made, the officers of the ‘‘system’’ reply that 
under existing circumstances a change is impos- 
sible. But the officers of a system usually say 
that. There is no inherent difficulty in making 
such a change. The interests which the system 
is intended to serve demand that it be made. 


§ 5 

The absurdity of our present administration of 
games reaches its climax in the institution of the 
coach, the armies of coaches. These are men 
who are brought in to develop the playing skill 
of the team to the highest possible pitch. They 
are given full and complete charge of the players 
and the play; far more than any one else they 
are held responsible for victories or defeats. In 
return for this they are paid large, exceedingly 
large salaries, as judged by the standards of the 
college community. Now the growth of this in- 
stitution is of course directly traceable to the ad- 
ministration of the gate-receipts. If large sums 
of money are available, then many and good 
coaches can be secured by paying for them. If 
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good coaching is provided, the level of play is 
raised, more victories are won, and the gate- 
receipts are still further increased. The making 
of the money enters directly and essentially into 
the winning of the games. The sport is commer- 
cialized at its very center. It is not too strong a 
statement to say that undergraduate responsibil- 
ity for the winning or losing of games has very 
largely disappeared. 

Now here again it seems to me imperative that 
we go back to first’ principles and escape from 
our double-mindedness. There is no real fun, no 
genuine sport in hiring a man to furnish the wits, 
the skill, the discipline, the control by which you 
attempt to win a game. If undergraduates are 
to have real games, they must do their own coach- 
ing, take charge of their own teams, develop their 
own strategy, work out their own discipline; the 
team must be theirs, and they must win or lose 
on their own efforts. I know nothing more de- 
pressing than the conversation in a college com- 
munity at the end of a season, when, having won 
or lost our games, we speculate what the result 
would have been, had we hired these men rather 
than those to take charge of the chances of vic- 
tory. I am not here attacking the character or 
personal quality of coaches. They range in this 
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respect from crude and vulgar outsiders to men 
whose friendship is gladly welcomed in any aca- 
demic community. What I am saying is that 
with the coming in of coaching, real undergradu- 
ate competition has gone out. Students should 
play their own games. To see them turning to a 
coach who will tell them whether to hit or to wait, 
whether to circle the end or to plunge at the 
tackle—to see the giving up of the very fun of 
the ‘game itself, that is a sight to make one’s 
heart weep. It is time that we should ask, ‘“How 
have we come to this?’’ 

To the suggestion that coaches be abolished, 
objection has been made that ‘‘since in our in- 
tellectual work we furnish the best teaching,’’ in 
the field of sports ‘‘we should give the very best 
teaching that there is.’? The objection rests, I 
think, on two misapprehensions. It fails to rec- 
ognize the destruction of undergraduate respon- 
sibility which coaching has brought about. And, 
perhaps for this very reason, it hopelessly con- 
fuses ‘‘coaching’’ and ‘‘teaching.’? We have de- 
partments of physical training which are teach- 
ing in the field of athletics. And it is our hope 
that through them every student in the college 
may be given some appreciation of the joys and 
advantages of athletic games. But the differ- 
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ence between ‘‘teaching’’ and ‘‘coaching’’ is one 
which no genuine teacher will allow to be ob- 
secured. The teacher develops the independence 
of his pupil; the coach takes away that independ- 
ence. The teacher is preparing the pupil in gen- 
eral by trying to give him understanding of the 
field in which his activities may lie. The coach 
is preparing him for specific tests, specific occa- 
sions, is getting him ready for a particular con- 
test which is coming and coming soon. For the 
winning of that contest the coach takes responsi- 
bility, whether it be an entrance-examination or 
a game of football. The coach studies the actual 
situation, finds out just what the factors are, de- 
termines what shall be done with respect to each, 
issues his orders as to what shall be done and 
what not done. It is the business of a teacher 
to develop a pupil into power and intelligence; it 
is the business of a coach to win a contest. I 
know few things more amusing than a college de- 
bate in which a ‘‘coach’’ has told his automata 
what to say. But quite as tragic is the spectacle 
of a group of boys using their arms and backs 
and legs at the command of another man’s wits, 
and supposing at the same time that they are 
playing a game. 
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As to the prospect of improvement here, there 
is some reason for encouragement. The sugges- 
tion that no one be allowed to coach unless he be 
a member of the faculty is being very favorably 
considered. It is perhaps somewhat invidious to 
suggest that the first step toward non-existence 
is membership in a faculty. But at least the sug- 
gestion does mean that we are considering the 
problem. My own impression is that the days of 
double-mindedness are going by. 


§ 6 


I have dealt in this paper with the effects of 
administration upon college games. And one 
does this because, after all, the attitudes and ac- 
tions of faculties and presidents are the most 
important factors in any matter of college activ- 
ity whatever it may. be. That there are other 
sources of difficulty need hardly be said. Espe- 
cially is it true that small groups of undergrad- 
uates and, more often, of graduates, with no 
proper sense of what a game is, persist in hiring 
men to play upon our college teams. As to such 
men one can only say that, if a cad comes into 
your company, you cannot very well escape the 
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effects of his caddishness; but you can wish that 
you were free from his company. 


§ 7 


If it were not for repeated experiences to the 
contrary, it would hardly seem necessary to say 
that this paper is not intended as an attack upon 
college games. JI do not think that college stu- 
dents play too many intercollegiate games. I do 
not think that they have too much interest in ath- 
letic sports. I should like to see every student 
in a college playing some game and learning to 
play it well. And here it should in fairness be 
said that in some cases the income from intercol- 
legiate games has been used wisely for the pro- 
viding of fields and equipment for just such gen- 
eral enjoyment of athletic play. But, quite apart 
from this, I believe in the intercollegiate games 
of students both because of what they are and 
because of what they do for the communities 
which take part in them. Athletic sport is a fine 
and splendid thing in the life of any young man, 
of any community of young men. This paper is 
written in protest against the spoiling of that 
sport by using it for other purposes. 

I believe in college education but I do not be- 
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lieve in furthering it by the abuse of the play of 
students. My observation is that when that at- 
tempt is made we spoil not only the play but also 
the education. 
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Y first words will seem, I fear, somewhat 

ungracious to you who come to listen to 
me. For I am planning to speak, not to you 
who are here but to others who are not here— 
persons who are far away, in time if not in space. 
And further, it must be said, this preference of 
hearers is dictated, in part at least, by the crav- 
ing of a speaker for an audience which is in- 
terested, which will listen eagerly to what he has 
to say. ‘‘But surely,’’ you will protest, ‘‘our 
presence here is proof enough of interest; why 
do you pass us by in favor of some other men 
who have not come?’’ And I must answer for 
my chosen hearers, ‘‘They would have liked to 
come but could not get away in time.’”’ And if 
you then demand to know who they may be and 
why, if so much interested, they could not come 
when others could, I will explain. There are two 
groups of them. Each would have had to travel 
a hundred years to be in time to-day. But even 


that, I am sure, they would gladly have done had 
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time allowed. The men I have in mind are, 
first, those who discussed our theme one hundred 
’ years ago when Amherst was establishd and, 
second, those who, one hundred years from now, 
will talk upon the theme again when next we have 
centennial celebrations. Can you not see them 
there on either hand, the spokesmen of the 
founders, the spokesmen of the century after 
this? Would they not like to come to match 
their speech with ours? Would we not like to 
have them here? I wish they might appear in 
very person that we might really be acquainted 
with them. But failing that, I try to send my 
words across the years to them. And you may 
listen as I speak for you to them. And while 
we celebrate, on either side these friendly judges 
of our thought shall stand, two groups two hun- 
dred years apart, the spokesmen of the past, the 
spokesmen of the future. 

I have a special personal reason for craving the 
presence here of Noah, Webster and Aaron 
Leland and Zephaniah Swift Moore and Messrs. 
X and Y and Z of 2021. Facing to-day the task 
which those have faced one hundred years ago 
and these must face one hundred years from 
now, I feel their kinship and I give them mine. 
The founders had ideals. For the sake of these 
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they even tried to tear old Williams from the 
rocky hills which held her fast. And when they 
could not break her bonds they tore a rib from out 
her side and brought it here—I will not press the 
figure further. What were the fundamental 
yearnings of the soul that drove them on to 
violence such as this? That was the question 
which Webster, Leland, and Moore were called 
upon to answer. And Messrs. X, Y, Z must try 
to state ideals, too. A place without such things 
is not a college. And they, like us, will tumble 
out in 2021 the dusty pages of the past, will look 
to see what words were said two hundred years, 
one hundred years before. I doubt not we shall 
have for them the same quaint, far-off quality 
that Aaron, Noah, and Zephaniah have for us. 
I doubt not they will smile when names and 
phrases common to us strike oddly on their 
modern ears. And yet I know that they will 
come to us and to our predecessors before they 
state their modern purposes. They dare not 
frame a guiding purpose for the college which is 
not in some fundamental sense our own. Nor 
may we in these earlier days so form our thought 
that it shall not be true for them in differing 
circumstance. We speakers have a common 
cause to serve, a single truth to follow through- 
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out these centuries. And so we stand together 
in a fellowship. Alike we shake and tremble 
before the awful task; with equal pain we know 
how little of the truth our words can tell; and 
hence, with friendly smile at one another, we put 
ourselves aside, and fix our eyes upon the 
common goal. Here, then, we talk together, cen- 
tennial speakers. And you, who are in present 
human form the cause for which we speak, shall 
listen and judge. You shall judge us who try to 
say in words the truth by which you too are 
judged as well as we. 

Such is the audience. What of the theme? It 
asks, ‘‘What does the college hope to be in this 
next century?’’ It is not strange that one should 
hesitate before a theme like this. I feel inclined 
to say to those who ask the question, ‘‘I ’ll 
answer you this if you ’ll answer another.’’ 
Will some one kindly tell me just what some other 
things will be in this next century? What will 
the world be like, and what America, and what 
New England, and what our students, and what 
we? Do men say Peace or War, do they say. 


| Hope or Fear, do they say Beauty or Ugliness as 


, they survey the coming years? What will that 


‘world be like for which we give our education? 


It makes a difference to our purposes. I cannot 
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tell you what Amherst hopes to be unless I know 
what are the greater hopes of which ours are a 
little part, to which our purposes must be con- 
formed. One cannot talk of education unless one 
knows the human spirit and its world. To teach 
young people is to make them ready for the world 
in which they are to live. Here is a constant task 
_ which runs in changing form, through all the 
centuries—the task of Webster, Moore, and 
Leland, the task of X, Y, Z, our task as well. We 
are and were and are to be a liberal college. But 
in what world and for what spirits? Are they 
the same as they have been before or do they 
differ? According as they change so liberal 
training changes; as they are constant, so liberal 
teaching is the same. But will this coming cen- 
tury differ from the past or will it be the same? 
Our theme requires that we should know what 
things will be, will come to pass in this next cen- 
tury. It does not tell us where such informa- 
tion may be found. 

So much for hearers and for theme! What of 
the speaker’s part? I am to tell you what I can 
about the world and men, and hence of education, 
in this next century—their constant meanings 
and their changing forms. Over against the 
thrilling story of the past I must attempt to 
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sketch the uncertain future. And as I give this 
prophecy I do not hope for your agreement, nor 
even for my own. Prophets, men say, are sel- 
dom honored near their homes. But may I ask 
you to take note that he who makes a prophecy is 
even nearer to his home than are his critics. To 
prophesy is not to know. Our prophecies are 
hopes and wills, desires _and yearnings for the 
common weal i in ‘Coming days. The prophet says, 
. “Ts not this good?’’ stating in words the values 
“which we all accept. And when we answer 
‘*Yes,’’ he says, ‘‘Then this must follow; this 
shall the future be.’? But round the corner 
some one else has drawn another vision from the 
same accepted truth. ‘‘No, no,’’ he says, ‘‘the 
future shall be that.’? And while they clash, the 
sober unprophetic men, who do find honor near 
their homes—the nearer the home, the greater 
the honor—these shake their dubious heads and 
go to work again. That is their prophecy. And 
so, I say, I do not ask for your agreement. 
Prophets do not agree. I simply try to see and 
state my hopes of what a world may be, my pride 
in what a college might achieve. And you and 
you and you, out of our common cause, make 
different hopes and different expectations. By 
difference such as this we rightly plan together 
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for a common end. But while we plan and differ 
as we may I still can count in special ways upon 
my special hearers, on Webster, Moore, and 
Leland, on X and Y and Z. They cheer me on to 
play the game. Those say, ‘‘We guessed and 
missed and hit—and so will you.’’ And these, 
when their turn comes, will read the words and 
say, ‘‘Such was his guess, and theirs’’; and then 
will take their turn and guess again. 

But here to-day, they stand on either hand, my 
kinsmen. And we who speak for Amherst as 
she is will face with level eye the men that 
Amherst was, the men that Amherst is to be. 


I 


The prophecy which I am about to make 
falls into two parts, the first telling what the 
world is to be in the next century, the second 
deducing from this the future history of educa- 
tion. In each of these fields I have one and only 
one general observation to make. I shall try to 
make one prophecy about the world and then to 
derive from this one prophecy about the college. 
But under each of these two general principles 
you will find three minor principles, in each case 
the remarks on education being derived from the 
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corresponding remarks upon the nature of the 
world. 

You will note at once that in spite of the brave 
words of my introduction I am not planning to - 
tell you all that will happen in the world in the 
next century. I am concerned simply with one 
feature of the world which is of special interest 
to a college, to this college. We must begin, 
therefore, by stripping our theme. 

And first, since our location is now quite defi- 
nitely fixed, we find in space a very obvious prin- 
ciple of limitation. We are American. We are 
not essentially of this town, nor of this State, nor 
even of New England. And only in rather scat- 
tered ways does our immediate influence go to 
other countries. We are primarily of this coun- 
try and not of any part of it. This is an Amer- 
ican college. 

And, second, we are also a liberal college. As 
such our interest has to do only with central and 
essential things. We are concerned primarily 
with what men call, for lack of better terms, a 
country’s culture. By this we mean that min- 
gling of feeling, belief, purpose, expression, ac- 
tion, in which a nation’s spirit finds itself re- 
vealed. <A liberal college tries to learn and teach 
that culture. 
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What, then, in this next century, will be the 
culture of America? And in its making what 
part will be liberal colleges, this liberal college, 
play? This is the theme on which to-day we 
speakers speak together. 

My general prophecy as to America has to do 
with National Independence. It is this. We, 
thus far, have been in cultural ways a dependent 
people. The time has come when we must win 
our independence. Thus far, I think it may be 
said, we have been busy giving to an old culture 
a new home. The home we have been making, 
and we have made it big. The culture we have 
received from others; we have not made it for 
ourselves. But now the time has come when we 
must win our freedom, must be ourselves, must 
master our spirit—when feelings, beliefs, and 
actions must be our own as they have never been 
before. We are, I think, in this next century 
destined to make a culture and to cease from 
merely taking one which others made. 

May I explain by illustration. We have be- 
lieved in freedom of individual life. Our fathers 
took this as a guiding principle. They found it 
in their blood; they took its formula from 
France and England. And we have kept it on 
our books and in our minds. But do we now 
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believe it when time of heavy pressure comes? 
We are not sure. Our action is uncertain. And 
why is this? It does not mean that we are fickle 
stock. When once our will is fixed by clear, 
deliberate choice, that choice will stand the strain 
of bitter obstacles. But as to freedom our will is 
not yet fixed by clear, deliberate choice. The 
times have changed since first our fathers put the 
word upon the books. And we have never really 
questioned whether with changing times freedom 
itself should change. We have the word which 
others gave and yet we have not made it ours; 
we do not know its present meaning. Our home 
we have made; we have not made our spirit. 

If I may change the figure, I should say that 
in cultural ways we have been playing school-boy 
in face of older men, our teachers. And while, 
like school-boys, we have learned our lessons, we 
have, like them, been growing up in strength and 
power of body. What I am saying does not 
mean that we as individual men are children and 
school-boys; it does not mean that leaders among 
us are not wise and keen. It does mean that we, 
a people, have not yet willed what we shall be, 
have not yet made our spirit by a choice which 
understands itself. No better illustration could 
be found than what we did and failed to do in 
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the Great War. We went in mighty strength and 
grew in strength by using it. We went with 
courage and resolve, for we had found something 
to do that seemed worth doing. We put our 
purpose into words, clear-cut and ringing words 
that stirred men’s hearts. And now we are not 
sure just what they were about. The victory is 
won, and we are puzzled. And Europe smiles; 
it cannot help but smile. We had such splendid 
power, such eager spirit to play our part, and yet 
we do not seem to have brought about just what 
our spoken words had seemed to mean we were 
determined should be brought about. And older 
peoples look at us in envy of our youth and 
strength, in admiration of our generous courage, 
and yet in somewhat friendly, somewhat bitter 
amusement at our futility. We did not under- 
stand the part we rushed to play. 

But now the time has come for leaving school. 
The baffled, awkward school-boy learns by sharp 
experience such as we have had; he learns by 
feeling of his strength at work. ‘‘They care 
what I can do,’’ he says, ‘‘but do they care for 
my opinion? They like to have me on their side, 
but do they really care what I may think about 
the point at issue?’’ And then the questioning, 
once begun, goes on. ‘‘What do I think; what 
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have I thought; who really has decided all these 
things that I have done, or tried to do, or thought 
that I was doing? It seems to me I ’d better look 
around and see just where I am.’’ That time of 
questioning has come, I think, for us. In all the 
arts of peace as well as those of war we must put 
on the garments of a man. We can no longer 
merely learn what others have to teach. We 
must be independent, must be masters of our 
spirit, must make a culture of our own. 

What will this independence mean for us? 
Many a boy mistakes the meaning of his man- 
hood when it comes. And so may we. What 
does it mean? 

It does not mean that we shall change our point 
of view, our values, or our standards, that we 
shall make a culture different from the one we 
had. Nor does it mean that we shall keep them 
as they were. It simply means that we shall 
choose whether or not to keep them as they were. 
When freedom comes a son may choose the way 
his father trod or, just as freely, he may choose 
some other way. The son who must discard his 
father in order to feel himself a man is still a 
boy; he has another choice to make when he 
becomes a man. The son who dare not tread a 
way his father has not smoothed and marked for 
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him had better stay at home and keep his father 
on the watch for fear some bogy catch him. And 
both these types of fear are now aroused among 
us aS we approach our manhood. Men fear that 
we shall leave the old, established ways, shall 
lose the spirit of Old New England, of Old Vir- 
ginia, shall cease to think the thoughts our 
fathers made. And others, just as timid in their 
braggadocio, fear we may keep the old, es- 
tablished ways, fear we may fail in being dif- 
ferent from the past, fear lest the past may have 
the strength of youth still in its veins. These 
fears of either type do not express our in- 
dependence. They are our tremblings at the 
brink, our first quick, timorous  shrinkings 
from the facts which we must face. They 
must be put aside as we go forward on our 
way. 

And as men fear to be or not to be the past, so 
do they fear to be or not to be their neighbors. 
Our independence does not mean that we must 
take some foreign culture as our own. Nor 
does it mean that we must hate all foreign cul- 
tures, that we must fashion for ourselves some 
mode of life of which no other race has ever 
dreamed. But here again already men are rais- 
ing frightened voices in angry warfare of conflict- 
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ing views. ‘‘Shall foreign tastes and standards 
come across the seas to scoff at ours?”’ Or, on 
the other hand, ‘‘Shall we be mere provincials, 
rude, untutored folk who fail to eat and dress and 
talk and think as foreign peoples do?”’ These 
are the words of children aping at manhood. 
Freedom does not consist in likeness to other 
men nor yet in difference from them. Freedom 
is choice. And choice is Independence. 

And so I dare to guess that in this coming cen- 
tury America will choose her way of life, will 
make a culture of her own. And when she does 
she will not act from fear or hate or prejudice or 
spite. Rather, in more objective ways, her fate 
will come upon her and she will see and take it 
gladly. One hundred million people here, linked 
by a common fate, must find, will find a way of 
life. And these first years of strong and youth- 
ful manhood will flush with glory of the new- 
found aims and new-found independence. These 
will be days in which to live. I know that often 
we shall trip and stumble. I know that very 
slowly will the nation as a whole be brought to 
tread a common way. And yet there is a way 
that we shall tread, a call that we shall answer. 
It calls us on from youth to manhood, from 
tutelage to self-direction, from strength to wis- 
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dom in the use of strength. And we will answer 
to the call. Those who have known our youth 
have little doubt of that. 

But what will be the call? What culture shall 
we make? There are three phases of our life, 
our growth, concerning which I dare to guess our 
choice. The first concerns a racial aristocracy. 
The second has to do with what we call Idealism. 
The third deals with our Faith. 


§1 


And first I wish to speak of Anglo-Saxons and 
of aristocracy. We are in our beginnings the 
sons of Britain. Hers are our language, our lit- 
erature, our law. Hers is the culture from which 
our culture springs. In all essential things we 
spring from Britain. 

In still another more immediate sense we are 
of British stock. Her task is ours. Britain has 
gathered up the peoples of the earth and made 
them one—one commonwealth or empire. And 
so have we. To us they come from North and 
South, from East and West, and we must make 
them one—one single nation with a single life. 
And as we face her task again we well may try to 
learn what Britain has to teach, may look to see 
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what she has tried to do, where she has failed, 
what ends she has achieved. 

If we may separate England abroad from 
England at home, I think that one may fairly say 
that England’s way of dealing with this task per- 
force is one of Aristocracy. She governs other 
races and yet she keeps herself apart; they are 
not of her kind, her class. Peoples of many 
creeds, of many colors, many grades of culture, 
she holds together for some common ends. And 
yet so far as foreign races are concerned, it is 
not fellowship that welds the empire, but common 
ends, external interests. And through it all, 
Britain is leader; she stands above, apart. 

What I have tried to say just now may be 
attempted in another way. Britain has shown 
the modern world how one people may take con- 
trol of other peoples, may lead them in codpera- 
tion. In doing this Britain has faced the facts 
—and so must we. For certain ends it was and 
is desirable that races join together in external 
ways, that they codperate. Who should take 
charge of this codperation? They who in wis- 
dom and in strength could do it best. And 
Britain has rightly claimed her place. No other 
nation in modern times has shown such wisdom 
and such strength for just this task. And yet 
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for Britain it has ever been a task external to 
herself, an outside thing that needed to be done. 
I press this externality because it marks so 
clearly the difference of the forms in which the 
common task appears. We, too, have many 
races, peoples, creeds, who must have govern- 
ment. But Britain’s foreign peoples are, for the 
most part, outside her borders. Her subject 
races stretch around the globe, far from the little 
isle that sits so tight just off the coast of 
Western Europe. Our foreign peoples, on the 
other hand, are here within our borders; they 
are our neighbors, soon our fellow-citizens; our 
friends or not our friends; they are Americans. 
And so to Britain’s son there comes again the 
task of Britain, but in a very different way. 
And we must understand how different is the 
way. We cannot simply follow Britain’s lead as 
if the situations were the same. Britain has 
many lands to govern. To each with her ex- 
perienced eye she measures the closeness of the 
touch, the tightness of the bond. And so she has 
learned the lesson of taking charge of those who 
are not one’s associates. That is Aristocracy. 
Is that the way for us? It cannot be. We have 
no power to choose how close shall be the touch, 
how tight the bonds that bind us all together. 
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Here we are, say what we will, a single people in 
a single land. If Britain’s strains should prove 
too great she might again send off a separate 
people into independence. And neither of the 
two would suffer vital hurt. But we are one 
in many; we cannot, will not let a separate race, 
a separate part, a separate faction go. We may 
not separate. How shall we live together? 
Here is, it seems to me, the urgent question 
for our Anglo-Saxon stock. Shall we again 
attempt an Anglo-Saxon aristocracy in this new 
world? Already in a sense it is established here 
without our will. We were the first to come; 
ours are the greater numbers still; ours are the 
language, literature, and law; we hold in greater 
part the places of influence and control; we have 
the education largely in our hands. We are pre- 
dominant. And this has come not by our choice 
but by the mere blind play of fact. But now the 
time of choosing is at hand. Do we intend to 
make our dominance secure? Are we deter- 
mined to exalt our culture, to make it sovereign 
over others, to keep them down, to have them in 
control? . Or will we let our culture take its 
chance on equal terms, without advantage, 
taking its own in the free play of a great people’s 
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fusing life? Which shall it be—an Anglo-Saxon 
aristocracy of culture or a Democracy? 

It is not easy for a stock like ours to make the 
latter choice, and yet I think we will. We have 
two sets of impulses at war within us. We have 
a love of independence for ourselves; perhaps a 
habit of ruling others. But there is still another 
stronger side. I mean the willingness to take a 
fair and honest chance, to play the game accord- 
ing to the rules and let the end be what it will. 
And now the question is, which side will have its 
way with us. 

There are some obvious facts which might 
direct our choice. We have already here one 
people whom we rule, with whom we do not 
genuinely associate. How many more such sub- 
ject races would we like to have? And England 
at home gives further evidence. Norman and 
Saxon, Dane and Celt, have made a single people. 
England did not fight Scotland down, nor did she 
make much of it when she tried. But they have 
fused together, and now are one. And who con- 
trols their common life, a Scotsman’s modesty 
forbids my saying. But just across the channel 
is another people who have not fused, who fear 
their culture may be lost, who dread and hate the 
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threat of domination. England and Ireland are 
not so happy as are the other pair. 

Which shall it be with us? I hope that we — 
shall ask no special favors for our thoughts, nor 
take such special favors as our power and in- 
fluence might win were we to use them. Ours is 
the creed which says that every creed must take 
its chance with every other on equal footing. I 
hope that we shall value its being true more than 
we value its being ours. But many, I know, will 
bitterly object. ‘‘What will you have,’’ they 
say; ‘‘shall we give up our culture; shall we 
desert beliefs and attitudes and purposes by 
which we live; shall we set these aside in favor 
of some sentimental common thing which men 
may all accept because no one of them accepts 
it?’’ ‘‘No, no,’ they say, ‘‘this truth is mine; 
it shall prevail if I have power to make it.’’ 
And other men, whose truths are beaten down, 
are saying in their turn, ‘‘This is not fair; wait 
till I get my chance; and then we ’ll see whose 
truth shall win.’’ And victories are won on 
fields like these, poor, silly, hollow, lying victories 
in which both sides are beaten. We do not want, 
we dare not have such victories in America. 

And so I cast my Anglo-Saxon vote for Pure 
Democracy. We Anglo-Saxons have the upper 
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hand. How shall we use it? According to the 
principles on which the country’s life by us was 
founded. We dare to say that even those prin- 
ciples must take their chance. He has deserted 
them who will not let them face the test. Here 
in America the peoples of the earth are working 
out a common destiny in which each group must 
share, share as it may according to the strength 
and virtue that its spirit has. And we like all 
the rest shall lose our separate life in this great 
venture, shall lose it in trying to find, to make a 
common life more fair, more free, more true than 
men have ever seen before. It is a dangerous 
game to play; but yet one dare not miss the 
chance of playing it. 


§ 2 

My second guess as to our forming culture con- 
cerns Idealism. The term is not exact but it will 
do. 

To many who watch us from outside, America 
presents a curious contrast in which again per- 
haps our sonship to the older Anglo-Saxon coun- 
try is revealed. To quote a vulgar phrase, one 
hears men say of us, ‘‘ You seek the good, and get 
the goods.’? They mean that we express ideals 
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and achieve success. And underneath the for- 
mula there lurks a query, ‘‘ Which are you really? 
If one were seeking for your soul, should he dig 
down where words crop out or where the actions 
are? Which are you—devotees of Mammon or 
of Righteousness?”’ 

It will not do to meet this question with too 
clear an answer. We are like other men; and 
other men, like us, are made of strangely mingled 
and conflicting elements. Men are of general 
stuff in special mixtures. What is with us the 
special kind of mixture? 

Our fathers came across the sea with mingled 
motives. They sought a place of freedom and a 
means of livelihood. They wanted both, but in 
unusual degree they wanted freedom. And for 
the sake of this they risked the livelihood, took 
chances with it. And then the venture turned 
out well; from risky living fortune came; and 
then, great wealth. Such is our early history. 
And for the later immigrants the record is the 
same. They too have come in search of freedom 
and in hope of wealth. And here they have 
found a fertile continent ready to be their home, 
to give a lavish livelihood. But they have also 
found a people ready to risk its home, its wealth, 
if need be, for a cause, And sometimes need has 
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come; and we have taken the risk; and it has 
turned out well; we have been fortunate. The 
Lucky Idealists, I think we may be called. 

Such is the record of our youth. What will it 
be when school-boy days are past? The cynic 
tells of boys who dream great dreams when they 
are young, who love their fellows more than they 
love themselves. And cynics say of such a boy, 
‘‘His father spoils him, lets him dream nonsense. 
Wait till his father stands aside, wait till he faces 
the cares that men must bear; those things will 
knock the nonsense out of his head.’’ And 
cynics say the same of us. We have had lavish, 
easy, wealthy youth. And our Idealism, except 
in times of special crisis, has not had heavy strain 
to bear. What will become of it when easy youth 
is past, when we must face the cares of men? 
Will it go up like smoke, like idle dream? No, 
it will not. Youth is not always silly nor cynics 
always right. In easy youth, free from the pull 
of special interest, boys learn objective truth, 
and if they have in them the stuff of which a man 
is made, they do not turn their backs and run 
when danger comes. And we, in times of coming 
strain, will not desert our colors, but seeing the 
threat against them, will gather round them 
once again and risk our all for them again, and 
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win again for them—and for ourselves, if we are 
fortunate. 

But some one, future, past, or present, will ask, 
‘‘What is this something which you call Ideal- 
ism? What does it mean?’’ It has been put in 
many forms in many times and countries. With 
us it means something like this: Hach man, 
each woman, each child shall have a chance at 
life; they shall not be denied the full and free 
and rich expression of themselves if we can help 
them to attain it. Men’s lives are thwarted, 
stunted, twisted, throttled, killed by circumstance 
of every sort. That is our failure, even more 
than theirs. We will not have it so. Each life 
shall be what it might be, what may be made of 
it, what under favoring circumstances it may be- 
come. Such is our aim. What can we do? We 
cannot be the life, we cannot live for others in 
that sense. But we can shape the circumstance. 
That we will do. Wherever in the world we find 
men, women, children, weak in life, sickening in 
spirit because of circumstance that starves or 
beats them down, there we will fight the circum- 
stance and break it. Wherever in the world the 
sun shines on the human spirit, there we will take 
our friends that they may bask and grow and be 
themselves. Lives shall be made successful; each 
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one shall have as good a chance at being itself 
as we can make this hard old world provide. We 
are responsible. That is, it seems to me, Ideal- 
ism as we have seen it. 

How shall we see it in the coming century as 
we go out from youth to manhood? Simply with 
better understanding, as befits a man. Thus far 
our thoughts are chiefly negative. We have said, 
‘‘All men are equal in our eyes; all men have 
equal rights before the laws which limit them; no 
man shall interfere with others; this is the land 
of opportunity.’’ That is the creed as boys per- 
ceive it. But now we need a version for a man. 
There is not one among us whose thought and ac- 
tion do not take him far beyond this point. 
‘‘People must have an equal chance,’’ we say. 
But, more than that, each one must have some 
chance of taking the chances which he has. We 
know that rich men’s sons often have little chance 
of taking what life presents them; they are too 
dulled by lavish circumstance. And we resent 
the horror of it. So too with others. If chil- 
dren cannot walk, little is gained by them from 
public running tracks; if children do not feel 
what reading is, they are not helped by libraries; 
if children live in degradation until their souls 
are stupefied, one does not say much when one 


126 THE NEXT HUNDRED YEARS 


talks of opportunity. What does it mean to give 
to men a chance? Is it to stand aside; is it to 
say that they are free to roam when all men know 
that chains have bound them fast? No, it is 
more than that. It means that men shall not be 
bound by chains, whether their own or forged by 
other men. It means that every man shall have 
a genuine chance at taking the ways of life that 
lie before him. It means that life shall be; that 
men shall really live; life shall not be denied. 
We take responsibility. 

And so I think that in the coming century, 
Idealism will mean, not simply letting others be 
themselves, but acting that each shall be himself. 
I am not speaking here for any special scheme of 
social betterment. I do not know what can be 
done by way of helping older people. The Puri- 
tan believes two doctrines at this point, first that 
his duty is to help his fellow-men, and second, 
that to help another man destroys his character 
—and that is sin. Between two sins like these, 
one’s action lags. And I am much a Puritan. 
But Puritan or not, I know one field in which 
Idealism may have its way without the fear of 
sin. Young people may be, must be helped to 
grow into their strength. Young lives shall not 
be stunted and deformed. In youth we have the 
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human being in our hands to make it ready for 
its life, ready in every phase and aspect of its 
being. This is the time for making sure that 
lives succeed, by care and nurture as they grow; 
all children, every child must be so trained and 
disciplined, so nourished and protected, so 
strengthened and refined, so guided and informed 
that richness of life shall open up before it and 
it shall see and take what life affords. This is 
the task of Education in the broader sense. In 
face of it our present schemes of schools and 
training are petty, trivial things, No other task 
which men attempt compares with it in grandeur 
or in scope. Here in the care of youth, in this 
next century, American Idealism will find its 
richest play. 


§ 3 


My last prophecy as to America’s culture in 
this next century has to do with Faith. A cen- 
tury ago, when Amherst was established, men 
spoke much of their faith. To-day men on the 
whole speak little of it. What they will do one 
hundred years from now, who knows? And yet 
the change, whatever it may be, is not essential. 
Men do not really change in things so deep as 
this. What is that constant Faith which men 
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have had or failed to have, which they will have 
or fail to have in this next century? 

My friends who study our national life tell me 
that a century ago America was much as she is 
now. The world had been at war in long and bit- 
ter conflict. And we had had our share of it. And 
there had come upon the people the degradation 
which follows after struggle. Fiber had slack- 
ened; standards were broken down; customs 
were insecure; men seemed to have lost their 
grip upon the world and on themselves. Against 
this degradation leaders of men were lashing out 
with eager words. Among the cries there rose 
the words of those who founded Amherst College. 
They saw and felt the need of strength and vir- 
tue in the common life. They called for men to 
bring them back again. And chiefly in their 
time they called for ministers to preach. ‘‘A 
Plea for a Miserable World’’—that was the ser- 
mon delivered by Daniel Clark when the building 
of the Charity Institution was begun in August, 
1820. It was the call of Noah Webster who, on 
the same occasion, summoned men out from the 
‘‘barbarous works of war’’ into the establish- 
ment of the ‘‘empire of truth.’’ To these men 
and to their fellows it seemed that the wisdom of 
this world had turned to folly and to shame. 
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Over against it they preached another wisdom by 
which the loss might be regained. 

No man among us, I suppose, would use to-day 
the words and phrases which were used one hun- 
dred years ago. Nor do we think the thoughts 
in just the forms which then seemed true. And 
yet the essential cleavage which they knew is 
with us still. There are two ways of facing life, 
two kinds of wisdom for mankind. One is the 
way of dread, the other the way of confidence. 
One rests on fear and cunning; the other on hope 
and faith. One is for man, the beast; the other, 
for man the spirit. 

And as between these two, the issue is a very 
simple one, no matter what the terms in which it 
may be put. The question is, Do we rely upon 
the world to be with men as they pursue the 
good? Is good supported and sustained outside 
ourselves, or do we fight alone in desperate single- 
handedness? That is the ancient modern query 
that cuts in two our ways of life, that cuts each 
man in two, that cuts the groups of men apart. 

And by men’s actions are they judged in this 
respect. The men who fight for justice, as they 
say, and yet who fight unjustly, do not believe in 
justice. They dare not let it have its way, care 
for itself. They think themselves and their in- 
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justice greater in power to serve its ends than 
justice is. The men who fight for truth with lies 
strike at the very heart of truth. One sees men 
fighting, as they think, upon the side of God, who 
fight as if the world were ruled by devils. They 
fear, resort to subterfuge, seek favor, give way 
to hate, and so despair that every breath they 
draw denies the faith for which they fight. They 
have not genuine faith; they live in cautious 
fear. 

This lack of faith appears to-day most clearly 
in our cleverness. We have become too shrewd 
in recent years. We trust too much in manage- 
ment, in propaganda, in administration. We 
moderns threaten to become past masters in the 
art of telling truthful lies, of doing deeds of jus- 
tice by which our pockets shall be filled. We 
know too well the tricks of using for our ends 
both men and truth. We know just what to say 
and when, to whom and in what form. And 
every one to whom we speak must ask, ‘‘Who 
pays to have that said; why does he say just that; 
what is he holding back?’’ We do not trust our 
world; and hence we dare not trust each other. 
But what we need to learn again is what the 
faithful men have known through all the centu- 
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ries. The truth suppressed will out; truth cannot 
be denied. And he whose pockets overflow with 
money gained by craft is poorer for the having. 
An end achieved by guile is lost. This world is 
such that craft and guile are bad; it has no love 
. for folly, and yet it loves an honest fool more 
than a clever knave. Such faith as this we need 
again to save us from our trust in cleverness. 

Shall we regain our faith in this next century? 
I hope we shall; I think we will. Just now we 
are bewildered by the many novel things with 
which we have to deal. Change after change has 
come so fast that we have lost our bearings. We 
have not made a code to fit the changing scheme; 
we still are lost within a whirl that leaves us 
dizzy as it rushes past. But we shall find our 
bearings, shall get our grip anew upon the world. 
And we will fashion principles which need not be 
denied when put in practice. The world is such 
that we have right to faith. And as a hundred 
years ago, men claimed that right and sought 
again their faith, so now we will again make good 
cur claim. Without it life is for most of us a 
hollow mockery. We are too fond of life to let 
it go like that. America, I think, will live again 
by faith. 
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II 


Such is my prophecy about the world, about 
America, in the next century. If it were true, 
what would it mean for education, for liberal 
education, for education here in Amherst? 

I have said that in this next century America 
will pass from youth to manhood, will try to 
make a culture of its own. And further, out of 
the mingling of the peoples of the earth, a 
greater people will be fashioned here. And we 
will care for individual human beings, will make 
the individual lives of men the ends we serve. 
And we will serve these ends without denying 
them, will keep the faith that they have rightness 
in themselves. If such should be the process of 
our country’s life, what will it mean for liberal 
colleges; what will it mean for us? The college 
is a place where men and boys are sensitive to 
human life, are set apart to share by vision and 
by understanding in the world of men. What 
will the vision be in this next century? How 
shall we understand? Let us attempt to answer 
point by point according to the prophecy. 

And first, the major prophecy. If we, the 
country, go from youth to manhood, so will the 
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college. It, too, has been thus far a formless 
place of vagueness and of irresponsibility. 
America has dallied at the door of manhood, and 
so have we. Our colleges have failed for lack of 
conscious purpose in their teaching. And young 
Americans are hard to teach because neither to 
them nor to their friends has come the sense of 
tasks that must be done. Our talk of personal 
opportunity is far too pale, too negative a thing 
to claim the generous and adventurous mind. 
And so those minds are taken, not by us, but by 
a hundred petty, trivial things, each for its pass- 
ing moment. But now the time has come when 
we must claim those minds as ours, to serve our 
purposes and theirs. I do not mean that we 
must find sham causes to allure our youth, invent 
high purposes to tempt them on to lessons, like 
donkeys straining for a tuft of fragrant grass. 
But this I mean. If we have purposes to serve, 
if we have manhood’s obligations to fulfil, the 
college, first of all, must catch the sense of what 
they are. Here boys and men must feel and 
know and share their people’s life. Here, if our 
people strive, the sense of striving must be 
strong and deep. Here, if our people fail, 
whether in virtue or in skill, the sense of shame 
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must sting and throb until the failure is re- 
deemed. Here, if we win, the joy of winning 
must explode in riotous delight. Here, as our 
people seek to find their way, we must be seek- 
ing, too, and help to find the way. 

Our people go to find their destiny. What will 
the college do? It, too, will go to find its fate with 
free and honest purpose. There will be many days 
of doubt and danger, of strain and sad confusion. 
But through it all we shall go out as boys from 
their commencement, from eager youth to eager, 
sober manhood. This is the time when purpose 
forms because great things are seen. Life will 
have zest and power. There are no days in life 
like those in which the man breaks out into him- 
self. And boys, whose strongest craving is to be 
like men, will rush to share that zest. Amherst 
and Williams, Harvard and Yale will live again, 
as in the earlier days when they were first estab- 
lished, to be the nervous centers of a growing life. 
It will be good to try to see and tell the way our 
people ought to choose to go. 

What will the college be in this next century? 
Out of the nation’s life its purposes will come. 
What will they be? I have three minor prophe- 
cies to make. 
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First, if we are not to have a racial aristocracy, 
democracy must have a dwelling-place within our 
colleges. If here, where thought is free and 
men are young, we dare not let our Anglo-Saxon 
culture take its chance, no other men or institu- 
tions will take the risk. We are an Anglo-Saxon 
college; and so in greater part we must remain. 
And yet we are American. We may not keep our- 
selves apart either from persons or from cultures 
not our own. We dare not shut our gates to fel- 
low-citizens nor to their influence. So we must 
welcome boys of other stocks. And if they do not 
come, we must go out and bring them in. Our 
undergraduate life must represent the country 
which it serves; students must keep it free from 
any taint of caste or aristocracy. And teachers, 
too, must keep our teaching free, open to all the 
riches which our people have to bring. We shall 
not lose our Shakspere by learning Dante’s world; 
nor is one false to Poe because one follows 
Dostoyevsky. Our mother England gave us 
much; and yet she has not all that men may have. 
Peoples who rule tend to know more of ruling 
life than living it. And we, our mother’s very 
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eager sons, are much excited by the rattle of ma- 
chinery. We need the wealth of spirit which the 
other peoples have to give. And they need us. 
Here in the American college that fusion must be 
made, our people must be formed and shaped into 
the rounded wholeness of a single life. This is 
a splendid college task. We are and must be 
genuinely American. 


§ 2 

And, second, if in this coming century our peo- 
ple are to care for individual lives, the college 
has a heavy part to play. The college is the top- 
most round of general education. Here taste for 
what is best must find its best expression. Here 
wisdom must be found as nowhere else, wisdom 
about the ways and means of making lives suc- 
cessful. But more specifically there is an urgent 
task which colleges have much neglected in the 
past. We must have conscious part in general 
national education. I do not know whether or not 
within one hundred years the state will take us as 
her own. I dare not prophesy on matters such as 
that. But I do know that in all genuine 
meanings of the term we are a people’s college, 
and shall continue so to be. And we must share 
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more deeply in the broader work of making 
younger people ready for their living. The 
Greeks have said how hard it is for a democracy 
to keep in touch with excellence. And popular 
education, popular training of our youth tends 
ever downward in a democratic people’s life. 
Shall we have shoddy training for our youth? 
We have it now in large degree. And out of 
shoddy training shoddy people come. But as, of 
old, men called for ministers to preach and lead, 
so we to-day must call for ministers and teachers 
of every sort who shall take charge of education, 
shall give it excellence from which to draw its 
strength. To bring the best we have of taste 
and insight into the making of our youth—that 
is a splendid task which liberal colleges must 
face. I do not mean that colleges should be 
made normal schools for teachers; I do not mean 
that we should cease from sending graduates to 
law, to business, to medicine, to all the various 
arts of human life. But I do mean that in some 
deeper sense our colleges which have in charge 
the best that human life affords must make the 
best effective in the care of all our youth. 

We must send forth more ministers and teach- 
ers. And we must make them ready for their 
work. We cannot cultivate our youth unless 
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their teachers have themselves been cultivated 
in taste and insight. Here is the essential weak- 
ness of our national scheme of teaching. It is 
not based on genuine education of those who do 
the teaching. Only an educated people can, in 
the last resort, give education to its children. 
And we are vainly trying to pay for education 
rather than to give it. But we, the colleges, must 
set the standard high, must make it gleam be- 
fore the people’s eyes, must lead them into the 
love of truth, into the search for wisdom in the 
ways of life. For this was Amherst College 
founded; by this it is and must be justified. 


§3 


And lastly, what of faith? Our country seeks 
to find its bearings, to get a grip again upon some 
fundamental things in which it may have con- 
fidence. What will the college do to help? It 
must keep faith itself. Life is secure. Beneath 
the strife of men there are the common things for 
which both parties, with their partial wisdom, 
partial blindness, strive. The college must keep 
in closer touch with these than with the parties 
which by different ways are striving toward 
them. Amid their doubts and differences men 
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need to-day the sense of their agreements lying 
deep within themselves and in their world. 
Serenity and humor, good will and confidence, 
these are the qualities which colleges must keep 
in charge to serve their people. Men lose their 
poise in days like these, grow frightened by 
events which they themselves cannot control, take 
desperate means to save the situation by a single 
stroke; are willing just this once to put their 
faith aside, to save it for all future time. And 
colleges must tell them, what the ages have to tell, 
that single strokes do not save worlds, except for 
single moments. And if the faith is sacrificed 
to-day, it will cost more to win it back to-morrow. 
Here is, it seems to me, the deepest task of lib- 
eral colleges—to put the parties in their proper 
place and keep them there. We must have 
parties, and yet we need to smile at parties—I 
do not mean to laugh at them. We need to see 
each partial good as good in part, and yet as just 
a part. We need to smile and keep our faith 
in men and in their world. With all its doubts 
and fears, with all its conflict and confusion, the 
world of men moves onward toward its goal. 
And they who doubt the goal are doubting to- 
ward it; and they who find it here will some day 
learn that there as well it has been found by other 
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men. It leads us on whether we will or not. It 
does not fear our doubts; nor does it value quite 
as highly as we sometimes do our approbations. 
It is the faith of men in Man and in the world. 
The colleges must keep, will keep that faith in 
this next century. 


Lit 


And now, one closing word! I know that some 
of you who listen to our conversation have said, 
‘‘All this is very general, very remote, not very 
helpful for the special tasks which wait the col- 
lege in these coming years.’’ You ask, ‘‘What is 
to be the course of study; what will you teach 
and how? Is wisdom gained from Greek or sci- 
ence, art or statistics? Are we to have a junior- 
senior college plan? Shall senior majors live or 
be forgotten?’’ 

And here again, I cannot tell you what will 
come to pass. Nor do I care to try. These 
things, important as they are, are not essential. 
They must be passed upon as current questions 
according as the spirit leads. Two things I know 
concerning them. First, we will keep in mind 
the stipulations made by Zephaniah Moore when 
he accepted office as president of Amherst Col- 
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lege. He required assurance, first, that ‘‘the 
classical education should be thorough,’’ and 
second, that ‘‘the course of study should not be 
inferior to that in the colleges of New England.’’ 
In both these ways the college pledged itself to 
him; and it has tried to keep, will try to keep, that 
pledge. But further I am sure of one thing 
else. The course of study and the ways of teach- 
ing must be determined by the teachers, must 
be for them expressions of themselves. Nothing 
is gained by imposition from without. Trustees 
and president and graduates may make their 
plans, but they will fail unless they are as well 
the plans of those who do the teaching. Here is 
a truth which we must never lose from mind. 
Nine years ago I said, in an inaugural address, 
and now I say again, ‘‘It is, I believe, the func- 
tion of the teacher to stand before his pupils and 
before the community at large as the intellectual 
leader of his time. If he is not able to take that 
leadership, he is not worthy of his calling. If 
the leadership is taken from him and given to 
others, then the very foundations of the scheme 
of instruction are shaken.’’ We shall not lose 
these principles in these next years. A great 
college with great teachers, that is our dream 
for Amherst. A great college is great teachers 
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—that is the principle by which our dream comes 
true. 

And so I say to Amherst men of every cen- 
tury, ‘‘We have a right to-day to faith in this 
old college, faith in the country which the college 
serves, faith in the work the college has to do, 
faith in its willingness and power to do that 
work. And we must keep the faith and do the 
work with joy and exultation.’’ Listen, you men 
of Amherst’s present day, listen and you will 
hear the cheers that come to urge us on. They 
come from out of the past, one hundred years 
ago; they ring from out the future, from cen- 
turies still to come. They are the cries of those 
who, after searching, try to speak the spirit of 
Amherst College. Listen to Webster, Moore, 
and Leland; listen to X and Y and Z. They 
shout from out the years to us, their fellows, 
‘The college lives; long live the college!”’ 
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THE MACHINE CITY 


AM asked to speak to you to-night on the 

future of this city. I know only one thing 
certain about its future, namely, that no one can 
tell what it will be. 

This is, in an extreme degree, a machine city. 
I do not refer, Mr. Mayor, to the nature of its 
politics, but to the source of its power, the nature 
of its social forces. This city has been made 
by machines. Here Jencks set up his forge, here 
Slater began the manufacture of cotton. And 
since their day this group of people has led the 
way in the building and using of machines for 
the making of goods which men desire. We are 
a machine city. It is our strength, our glory— 
and our problem. 

If one could tell the future of such a city as 
this, one could answer many urgent questions 
concerning the modern world at large. Modern 
civilization, especially in our Anglo-Saxon section 
of it, has likewise been made by machines. We 


have become an industrial people. What is to be 
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the future of an industrial civilization is a prob- 
lem which vexes and tortures the spirit of any 
man who honestly and intelligently studies it. 
I should like to-night, on this occasion of our 
celebration of two hundred and fifty years of 
great achievement, to ask you to look with me at 
some of the implications which this achievement 
carries with it. 

Machines have brought to men results, some of 
them aimed at, some of them quite unintended 
and unnoticed. May I give a very partial and 
hurried list of them? 

First, machines have increased the numbers 
of our population and, at the same time, the 
supply of material wealth for the use of the popu- 
lation. The machine magnifies human work, 
makes it more efficient, multiplies it, in its effect, 
by ten, by a hundred, by a thousand it may be. 
It needs more people for its work; it can support 
more people by its products. As a result of the 
machine mode of life, we have more people in 
our communities, more wealth at their service. 

But again, the machines have claimed the 
people themselves as parts of the machinery. 
They have made human life more mechanical. 
The machine which extends the power of the 
human body at the same time makes that body a 
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part of itself. Men and women are taken into 
mills and shops and offices to be used, more than 
they were before, as tools, as instruments, as 
parts of a machine technique. The human life 
which uses machines is, in turn, used by them. 

Again, machines have broken down the con- 
tinuity and stability of towns and cities. They 
have changed the town from a settled group of 
individuals and families into a place through 
which people flow in constantly changing streams. 
The machines of transportation carry people off 
to other places in search of wealth and opportu- 
nity, while, on the other hand, the machines in the 
mills are ceaselessly dragging other peoples in 
from the ends of the earth to take their places 
in the mills. Our communities are no longer 
places of settled abode. They are changing, flow- 
ing streams made up of elements novel and 
strange and foreign each to the other, and ever 
replaced by others strange to them. 

And still again, the machine has cut the 
family into parts, has broken down its continuity. 
Parents and children separate and go their dif- 
ferent ways, do different work, think different 
thoughts, choose different friends; they scatter 
and separate, live unrelated lives far more than 
families have done before. 
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And through all this one other change has run 
in varying forms. While individual men have 
wandered and scattered, the net which holds them 
all has drawn more tightly in. The world is 
bound together in certain external, mechanical 
ways. We saw this in the recent war. That was 
no war of groups or tribes or even nations. It 
was the world at war, two huge, enormous forces 
fighting for mastery of our industrial power with 
every ounce of strength the world and its 
machines could give, being used to turn the scale. 
It was a war so great that all men had and all 
they were seemed to depend upon the issue, so 
great that many of us lived in ghastly fear that 
human life as we now have it would smash and 
go to pieces. Machines brought on the struggle, 
and when it came they made it monstrous in its 
power. 

In these and other ways machines have changed 
our life under our very hands. But, now, what of 
the future? What will they make of us in days 
to come? 

No man can tell what they will do to us. But 
we can tell what we will do to them. We will not 
let them use us as their tools. We will use them 
as tools of ours. 

Mr. Mayor, I have a suggestion to make to you. 
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It is that this city which has taken the lead in the 
development of the machine industry of this 
country shall now take the lead in making sure 
that that industry contributes properly to the life 
of the people whom it pretends to serve. We 
must understand our machines if we are to use 
them, must find out what they are for, whether 
or not they serve the purposes for which we made 
them, whether they are bringing about evil results 
which we had not intended. We must understand 
these machines and their consequences if we 
would use them properly. 

I would ask, Mr. Mayor, that you select a com- 
mission of twenty-five or thirty of your best men 
to study human living in an industrial town. 
There are three essential questions about human 
life: (1) what ought it to be, what is its proper 
form: (2) what things further, what things pre- 
vent its being as it ought to be: (3) what 
measures can we take to make it right, to smash 
aside the things that make it wrong? ‘Those ques- 
tions this city should study. What of the people 
in the mills, the shops, the offices, the banks, the 
homes, the schools? What of men and women 
and children? Are they as fine and right and 
happy as human beings ought to be? If not, why 
not? And what can be done to make them better? 
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Mr. Mayor, if our industrial civilization does 
not begin to understand itself and its machines, 
it must of course go down in ruins. The forces 
which it makes and finds are far too great to be 
let loose to run amuck without our human guid- 
ance. We must take them in hand by understand- 
ing them, by knowing ourselves and them, by 
making them our servants. If you, my friends, 
in this strong city will seek for wisdom to match 
your strength, you will be taking the lead in 
what the modern world must do if it would keep 
itself a proper abode for men, for women, for 
children. I ask you, Mr. Mayor, to take the lead 
in seeing that studying such as this is done. 

There are one or two explanations which I 
should like to add to this proposal. 

I am not advocating any theory as to men and 
their machines. I am not pleading for Social- 
ism or Radicalism, for Conservatism or Ameri- 
eanism. I am pleading for honest study by hon- 
est men, of human living. Study is not for 
scholars only, not for colleges and universities 
alone. Study is an attempt at intelligence in 
dealing with human life. Study is the activity of 
a man who has something to do and who wishes 
to do it well. When studying is needed, they who 
neglect it are not simply failing to be scholars; 
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they are failing to be men; they fail where a man 
should be ashamed to fail without a desperate 
struggle. 

And again, though it be somewhat ungracious, 
may I remind you that Rhode Island, industrial 
Rhode Island, seems to have special reason for 
self-examination. If one may take as they ap- 
pear statistics from the surgeon-general in Wash- 
ington, Rhode Island more than any other State 
failed in supply of proper men when men were 
needed for the army. For each one thousand 
men, the army found among you here a greater 
number of ‘‘defects,’’ a greater number of defec- 
tive men, a greater number of men unfitted for its 
service than any other State supplied. The facts 
suggest at least occasion for our study. 

But finally, a word that bears more closely on 
my theme. You ask me of Pawtucket’s future. 
What of its children then? They are its future. 
What do you make of them? I said just now I 
had no program of reform. But at this point I 
have a program. We are not taking proper care 
of children in this industrial life of ours. Wealth 
pours itself into our hands, and we are spending 
it in every way except in that which really counts 
—the making of children’s lives as strong and 
fine and right as they might be. What we may 


152 THE MACHINE CITY 


do for them determines what our future is to be. 
If I were here among you as of old and serving 
again upon the School Board, I would ask the 
people of the city to multiply the school appro- 
priation by ten; and then if that were not enough, 
to multiply again for taking proper care of 
children. 

But, Mr. Mayor, I do not wish to interfere or 
dogmatize. I am not here to blame or criticize. 
Rather I glory in the strength and cleverness 
that have built up this place of industry. But 
now I ask for wisdom, too. I beg of you that here 
as elsewhere men make sure they have their liv- 
ing under their control. I ask that you, the men 
who make machines and make them run, shall 
try to know what they are running for, shall 
make them serve their proper ends, shall make 
them serve the children, the women, the men, 
whose instruments they are. Make human living 
right in this old town. To make it right you must 
attempt to understand it. Pawtucket’s future 
would be a glorious one if it could lead the way 
in such an enterprise as that. 


THE THEORY OF THE LIBERAL 
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THE THEORY OF THE LIBERAL 
COLLEGE? 


N the discussions concerning college education 
there is one voice which is all too seldom 
raised and all too often disregarded. It is the 
voice of the teacher and the scholar, of the mem- 
ber of the college faculty. It is my purpose here 
to consider the ideals of the teacher, of the prob- 
lems of instruction as they present themselves to 
the men who are giving instruction. And I do 
this not because I believe that just now the teach- 
ers are wiser than others who are dealing with 
the same questions, but rather as an expression 
of a definite conviction with regard to the place 
of the teacher in our educational scheme. It is, 
I believe, the function of the teacher to stand be- 
fore his pupils and before the community at large 
as the intellectual leader of his time. If he is 


1 This address has previously appeared in a collection of papers, 
published in 1920 by the Marshall Jones Company of Boston, un- 
der the title, “The Liberal College.” It has also been included in 
a number of collections of readings for college students in con- 
nection with courses in English. 
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not able to take this leadership, he is not worthy 
of his calling. If the leadership is taken from 
him and given to others, then the very founda- 
tions of the scheme of instruction are shaken. 
He who in matters of teaching must be led by 
others is not the one to lead the imitative under- 
graduate, not the one to inspire the confidence 
and loyalty and discipleship on which all true 
teaching depends. If there are others who can 
do these things better than the college teacher 
of to-day, then we must bring them within the 
college walls. But if the teacher is to be deemed 
worthy of his task, then he must be recognized 
as the teacher of us all, and we must listen to his 
words as he speaks of the matters intrusted to 
his charge. 

In the consideration of the educational creed 
of the teacher I will try to give, first, a brief 
statement of his belief; second, a defense of it 
against other views of the function of the col- 
lege; third, an interpretation of its meaning and 
significance; fourth, a criticism of what seem to 
me misunderstandings of their own meaning 
prevalent among the teachers of our day; and 
finally, a suggestion of certain changes in policy 
which must follow if the belief of the teacher is 
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clearly understood and applied in our educa- 
tional procedure. 


Sel 


First, then, What do our teachers believe to be 
the aim of college instruction? Wherever their 
opinions and convictions find expression there is 
one contention which is always in the foreground, 
namely, that to be liberal a college must be es- 
sentially intellectual. It is a place, the teachers 
tell us, in which a boy, forgetting all things else, 
may set forth on the enterprise of learning. It 
is a time when a young man may come to aware- 
ness of the thinking of his people, may perceive 
what knowledge is and has been and is to be. 
Whatever light-hearted undergraduates may say, 
whatever the opinions of solicitous parents, of 
ambitious friends, of employers in search of 
workmen, of leaders in church or state or busi- 
ness—whatever may be the beliefs and desires 
and demands of outsiders—the teacher within the 
college, knowing his mission as no one else can 
know it, proclaims that mission to be the leading 
of his pupil into the life intellectual. The <ol- 
lege is primarily not a place of the body, nor of 


158 THEORY OF LIBERAL COLLEGE 


the feelings, nor even of the will; it is, first of all, 
a place of the mind. 


4.2 

Against this intellectual interpretation of the 
college our teachers find two sets of hostile forces 
constantly at work. Outside the walls there are 
the practical demands of a busy commercial and 
social scheme; within the college there are the 
trivial and sentimental and irrational misunder- 
standings of its own friends. Upon each of these 
our college teachers are wont to descend as Sam- 
son upon the Philistines, and when they have had 
their will, there is little left for another to 
accomplish. 

As against the immediate practical demands 
from without, the issue is clear and decisive. 
College teachers know that the world must have 
trained workmen, skilled operatives, clever buy- 
ers and sellers, efficient directors, resourceful 
manufacturers, able lawyers, ministers, physi- 
cians and teachers. But it is equally true that in 
order to do its own work, the liberal college must 
leave the special and technical training for these 
trades and professions to be done in other schools 
and by other methods. In a word, the liberal 


THEORY OF LIBERAL COLLEGE 159 


college does not pretend to give all the kinds of 
teaching which a young man of college age may 
profitably receive; it does not even claim to give 
all the kinds of intellectual training which are 
worth giving. It is committed to intellectual 
training of the liberal type, whatever that may 
mean, and to that mission it must be faithful. 
One may safely say, then, on behalf of our college 
teachers, that their instruction is intended to be 
radically different from that given in the tech- 
nical school or even in the professional school. 
Both these institutions are practical in a sense 
which the college, as an intellectual institution, is 
not. In the technical school the pupil is taught 
how to do some one of the mechanical opera- 
tions which contribute to human welfare. He is 
trained to print, to weave, to farm, to build; and 
for the most part he is trained to do these things 
by practice rather than by theory. His posses- 
sion when he leaves the school is not a stock of 
ideas, of scientific principles, but a measure of 
skill, a collection of rules of thumb. His primary 
function as a tradesman is not to understand but 
to do, and in doing what is needed he is follow- 
ing directions which have first been thought out 
by others and are now practised by him. The 
technical school intends to furnish training 
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which, in the sense in which we use the term, is 
not intellectual but practical. 

In a corresponding way the work of the pro- 
fessional school differs from that of the liberal 
college. In the teaching of engineering, medi- 
cine, or law we are or may be beyond the realm 
of mere skill and within the realm of ideas and 
principles. But the selection and the relating of 
these ideas is dominated by an immediate prac- 
tical interest which cuts them off from the intel- 
lectual point of view of the scholar. If an un- 
dergraduate should take away from his studies 
of chemistry, biology and psychology only those 
parts which have immediate practical application 
in the field of medicine, the college teachers 
would feel that they had failed to give the boy 
the kind of instruction demanded of a college. 
It is not their purpose to furnish applied knowl- 
edge in this sense. They are not willing to cut 
up their sciences into segments and to allow the 
student to select those segments which may be of 
service in the practice of an art or a profession. 
In one way or another the teacher feels a kin- 
ship with the scientist and the scholar which for- 
bids him to submit to this domination of his 
instruction by the demands of an immediate prac- 
tical interest. Whatever it may mean, he intends 
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to hold the intellectual point of view and to keep 
his students with him if he can. In response, 
then, to demands for technical and professional 
training our college teachers tell us that such 
training may be obtained in other schools; it is 
not to be had in a college of liberal culture. 

In the conflict with the forces within the col- 
lege our teachers find themselves fighting essen- 
tially the same battle as against the foes without. 
In a hundred different ways the friends of the 
college, students, graduates, trustees and even 
colleagues, seem to them so to misunderstand its 
mission as to minimize or to falsify its intellec- 
tual ideals. The college is a good place for mak- 
ing friends; it gives excellent experience in get- 
ting on with men; it has exceptional advantages 
as an athletic club; it is a relatively safe place 
for a boy when he first leaves home; on the whole 
it may improve a student’s manners; it gives 
acquaintance with lofty ideals of character, 
preaches the doctrine of social service, exalts the 
virtues and duties of citizenship. All these con- 
ceptions seem to the teacher to hide or to ob- 
scure the fact that the college is fundamentally 
a place of the mind, a time for thinking, an op- 
portunity for knowing. And perhaps in propor- 
tion to their own loftiness of purpose and motive 
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they are the more dangerous as tending all the 
more powerfully to replace or to nullify the un- 
derlying principle upon which they all depend. 
Here again when misconception clears away, one 
can have no doubt that the battle of the teacher 
ig a righteous one. It is well that a boy should 
have four good years of athletic sport, playing 
his own games and watching the games of his fel- 
lows; it is well that his manners should be im- 
proved; it is worth while to make good friends; 
it is very desirable to develop the power of under- 
standing and working with other men; it is surely 
good to grow in strength and purity of charac- 
ter, in devotion to the interests of society, in 
readiness to meet the obligations and opportuni- 
ties of citizenship. If any one of these be lack- 
ing from the fruits of a college course we may 
well complain of the harvest. And yet is it not 
true that by sheer pressure of these, by the driv- 
ing and pulling of the social forces within and 
without the college, the mind of the student is 
constantly torn from its chief concern? Do not 
our social and practical interests distract our 
boys from the intellectual achievements which 
should dominate their imagination and command 
their zeal? I believe that one may take it as the 
deliberate judgment of the teachers of our col- 
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leges to-day that the function of the college is 
constantly misunderstood, and that it is subjected 
to demands which, however friendly in intent, are 
yet destructive of its intellectual efficiency and 
success. 


§ 3 


But now that the contention of the teacher has 
been stated and reaffirmed against objections, it 
is time to ask, What does it mean? And how can 
it be justified? By what right does a company 
of scholars invite young men to spend with them 
four years of discipleship? Do they, in their in- 
sistence upon the intellectual quality of. their 
ideal intend to give an education which is avow- 
edly unpractical? If so, how shall they justify 
their invitation, which may perhaps divert young 
men from other interests and other companion- 
ships which are valuable to themselves and to 
their fellows? In a word, what is the underlying 
motive of the teacher, what is there in the intel- 
lectual interests and activities which seems to 
him to warrant their domination over the train- 
ing and instruction of young men during the col- 
lege years? 

It is no fair answer to this question to summon 
us to faith in intellectual ideals, to demand of 
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us that we live the life of the mind with confi- 
dence in the virtues of intelligence, that we love 
knowledge and because of our passion follow 
after it. Most of us are already eager to accept 
intellectual ideals, but our very devotion to them 
forbids that we accept them blindly. I have 
often been struck by the inner contradictoriness 
of the demand that we have faith in intelligence. 
It seems to mean, as it is so commonly made to 
mean, that we must unintelligently follow intel- 
ligence, that we must ignorantly pursue knowl- 
edge, that we must question everything except 
the business of asking questions, that we think 
about everything except the use of thinking itself. 
As Mr. F. H. Bradley would say, the dictum, 
‘‘Have faith in intelligence,’’ is so true that it 
constantly threatens to become false. Our very 
conviction of its truth compels us to scrutinize 
and test it to the end. 

How then shall we justify the faith of the 
teacher? What reason can we give for our exal- 
tation of intellectual training and activity? To 
this question two answers are possible. First, 
knowledge and thinking are good in themselves. 
Secondly, they help us in the attainment of other 
values in life which without them would be im- 
possible. Both these answers may be given and 


THEORY OF LIBERAL COLLEGE 165 


are given by college teachers. Within them must 
be found whatever can be said by way of explana- 
tion and justification of the work of the liberal 
college. 

The first answer receives just now far less of 
recognition than it can rightly claim. When the 
man of the world is told that a boy is to be 
trained in thinking just because of the joys and 
satisfactions of thinking itself, just in order that 
he may go on thinking as long as he lives, the 
man of the world has been heard to scoff and to 
ridicule the idle dreaming of scholarly men. But 
if thinking is not a good thing in itself, if intel- 
lectual activity is not worth while for its own 
sake, will the man of the world tell us what is? 
There are those among us who find so much satis- 
faction in the countless trivial and vulgar amuse- 
ments of a crude people that they have no time 
for the joys of the mind. There are those who 
are so closely shut up within a little round of 
petty pleasures that they have never dreamed of 
the fun of reading and conversing and investi- 
gating and reflecting. And of these one can only 
say that the difference is one of taste, and that 
their tastes seem to be relatively dull and stupid. 
Surely it is one function of the liberal college to 
save boys from that stupidity, to give them an 
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appetite for the pleasures of thinking, to make 
them sensitive to the joys of appreciation and 
understanding, to show them how sweet and cap- 
tivating and wholesome are the games of the 
mind. At the time when the play element is still 
dominant it is worth while to acquaint boys with 
the sport of facing and solving problems. Apart 
from some of the experiences of friendship and 
sympathy I doubt if there are any human in- 
terests so permanently satisfying, so fine and 
splendid in themselves as are those of intellectual 
activity. To give our boys that zest, that delight 
in things intellectual, to give them an apprecia- 
tion of a kind of life which is well worth living, 
to make them men of intellectual culture—that 
certainly is one part of the work of any liberal 
college. 

On the other hand, the creation of culture as 
so defined can never constitute the full achieve- 
ment of the college. It is essential to awaken 
the impulses of inquiry, of experiment, of investi- 
gation, of reflection, the instinctive cravings of 
the mind. But no liberal college can be content 
with this. The impulse to thinking must be 
questioned and rationalized as must every other 
instinctive response. It is well to think, but 
what shall we think about? Are there any lines 


THEORY OF LIBERAL COLLEGE 167 


of investigation and reflection more valuable than 
others, and if so, how is their value to be tested ? 
Or again, if the impulse for thinking comes into 
conflict with other desires and cravings, how is 
the opposition to be solved? It has sometimes 
been suggested that our man of intellectual cul- 
ture may be found like Nero fiddling with words 
while all the world about him is aflame. And the 
point of the suggestion is not that fiddling is a 
bad and worthless pastime, but rather that it is 
inopportune on such an occasion, that the man 
who does it is out of touch with his situation, 
that his fiddling does not fit his facts. In a word, 
men know with regard to thinking, as with re- 
gard to every other content of human experience, 
that it cannot be valued merely in terms of itself. 
Tt must be measured in terms of its relation to 
other contents and to human experience as a 
whole. Thinking is good in itself—but what does 
it cost of other things, what does it bring of 
other values? Place it amid all the varied con- 
tents of our individual and social experience, 
measure it in terms of what it implies, fix it by 
means of its relations, and then you will know its 
worth not simply in itself but in that deeper 
sense which comes when human desires are ra- 
tionalized and human lives are known in their 
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entirety, as well as they can be known by those 
who are engaged in living them. 

In this consideration we find the second answer 
of the teacher to the demand for justification 
of the work of the college. Knowledge is good, 
he tells us, not only in itself, but in its enrich- 
ment and enhancement of the other values of our 
experience. In the deepest and fullest sense of 
the words, knowledge pays. This statement 
rests upon the classification of human actions 
into two groups, those of the instinctive type and 
those of the intellectual type. By far the greater 
part of our human acts are carried on without 
any clear idea of what we are going to do or 
how are we going to do it. For the most 
part our responses to our situations are the 
immediate responses of feeling, of perception, of 
custom, of tradition. But slowly and painfully, 
as the mind has developed, action after action 
has been translated from the feeling to the 
ideational type; in wider and wider fields men 
have become aware of their own modes of action, 
more and more they have come to understanding, 
to knowledge of themselves and of their needs. 
And the principle underlying all our educational 
procedure is that, on the whole, actions become 
more successful as they pass from the sphere of 
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feeling to that of understanding. Our educa- 
tional belief is that in the long run if men know 
what they are going to do and how they are go- 
ing to do it, and what is the nature of the situa- 
tion with which they are dealing, their response 
to that situation will be better adjusted and more 
beneficial than are the responses of the feeling 
type in like situations. 

It is all too obvious that there are limits to the 
validity of this principle. If men are to investi- 
gate, to consider, to decide, then action must be 
delayed and we must pay the penalty of waiting. 
If men are to endeavor to understand and know 
their situations, then we must be prepared to see 
them make mistakes in their thinking, lose their 
certainty of touch, wander off into pitfalls and 
illusions and fallacies of thought, and in conse- 
quence secure for the time results far lower in 
value than those of the instinctive response 
which they seek to replace. The delays and mis- 
takes and uncertainties of our thinking are a 
heavy price to pay, but it is the conviction of the 
teacher that the price is as nothing when com- 
pared with the goods which it buys. You may 
point out to him the loss when old methods of 
procedure give way before the criticism of under- 
standing, you may remind him of the pain and 
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suffering when old habits of thought and action 
are replaced, you may reprove him for.all the 
blunders of the past; but in spite of it all he 
knows and you know that in human lives taken 
separately and in human life as a whole men’s 
greatest lack is the lack of understanding, their 
greatest hope to know themselves and the world 
in which they live. 
Within the limits of this general educational 
principle the place of the liberal college may 
easily be fixed. In the technical school pupils 
are prepared for a specific work and are kept 
for the most part on the plane of perceptual ac- 
tion, doing work which others understand. In 
the professional school, students are properly 
within the realm of ideas and principles, but they 
are still limited to a specific human interest with 
which alone their understanding is concerned. 
But the college is called liberal as against both 
of these because the instruction is dominated by 
no special interest, is limited to no single human 
tasks, but is intended to take human activity 
as a whole, to understand human endeavors 
not in their isolation but in their relations to 
one another and to the total experience which 
we call the life of our people. And just as 
we believe that the building of ships has be- 
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come more successful as men have come to a 
knowledge of the principles involved in their con- 
struction; just as the practice of medicine has 
become more successful as we have come to a 
knowledge of the human body, of the conditions 
within it and the influences without; just so the 
teacher in the liberal college believes that life 
as a total enterprise, life as it presents itself to 
each one of us in his career as an individual— 
human living—will be more successful in so far 
as men come to understand it and to know it as 
they attempt to carry it on. To give boys an in- 
tellectual grasp on human experience—this it 
seems to me is the teacher’s conception of the 
chief function of the liberal college. 

May I call attention to the fact that this sec- 
ond answer of the teacher defines the aim of 
the college as avowedly and frankly practical. 
Knowledge is to be sought chiefly for the sake of 
its contribution to the other activities of human 
living. But on the other hand, it is as definitely 
declared that in method the college is fully and 
unreservedly intellectual. If we can see that 
these two demands are not in conflict but that 
they stand together in the harmonious relation 
of means and ends, of instrument and achieve- 
ment, of method and result, we may escape many 
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a needless conflict and keep our educational pol- 
icy in singleness of aim and action. To do this 
we must show that the college is intellectual, not 
as opposed to practical interests and purposes, 
but as opposed to unpractical and unwise meth- 
ods of work. The issue is not between practical 
and intellectual aims but between the immediate 
and the remote aim, between the hasty and the 
measured procedure, between the demand for re- 
sults at once and the willingness to wait for the 
best results. The intellectual road to success is 
longer and more roundabout than any other, but 
they who are strong and willing for the climbing 
are brought to higher levels of achievement than 
they could possibly have attained had they gone 
straight forward in the pathway of quick returns. 
If this were not true the liberal college would 
have no proper place in our life at all. In so far 
as it is true the college has a right to claim the 
best of our young men.to give them its prepara- 
tion for the living they are to do. 


§ 4 


But now that we have attempted to interpret 
the intellectual mission of the college, it may be 
fair to ask; ‘‘Are the teachers and scholars of 
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our day always faithful to that mission? Do 
their statements and their practice always ring 
in accord with the principle which has been 
stated?’’ It seems to me that at two points they 
are constantly off the key, constantly at variance 
with the reasons by which alone their teaching 
can be justified. 

In the first place, it often appears as if our 
teachers and scholars were deliberately in league 
to mystify and befog the popular mind regarding 
this practical value of intellectual work. They 
seem not to wish too much said about the results 
and benefits. Their desire is to keep aloft the 
intellectual banner, to proclaim the intellectual 
gospel, to demand of student and public alike ad- 
herence to the faith. And in general when they 
are questioned as to results they give little sat- 
isfaction except to those who are already pledged 
to unwavering confidence in their ipse diawit, And 
largely as a result of this attitude the American 
people seem to me to have little understanding 
of the intellectual work of the college. Our citi- 
zens and patrons can see the value of games and 
physical exercises; they readily perceive the im- 
portance of the social give and take of a college 
democracy; they can appreciate the value of 
studies which prepare a young man for his pro- 
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fession and so anticipate or replace the profes- 
sional school; they can even believe that if a boy 
is kept at some sort of thinking for four years 
his mind may become more acute, more system- 
atic, more accurate, and hence more useful than 
it was before. But as for the content of a col- 
lege course, as for the value of knowledge, what 
a boy gains by knowing Greek or economics, 
philosophy or literature, history or biology, ex- 
cept as they are regarded as having professional 
usefulness, I think our friends are in the dark 
and are likely to remain so until we turn on the 
light. When our teachers say, as they sometimes 
do say, that the effect of knowledge upon the 
character and life of the student must always be 
for the college an accident, a circumstance which 
has no essential connection with its real aim or 
function, then it seems to me that our educational 
policy is wholly out of joint. If there be no es- 
sential connection between instruction and life, 
then there is no reason for giving instruction ex- 
cept in so far as it is pleasant in itself, and we 
have no educational policy at all. As against 
this hesitancy, this absence of a conviction, we 
men of the college should declare in clear and 
unmistakable terms our creed—the creed that 
knowledge is justified by its results. We should 
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say to our people so plainly that they cannot 
misunderstand: ‘‘Give us your boys, give us the 
means we need, and we will so train and inform 
the minds of those boys that their own lives and 
the lives of the men about them shall be more 
successful than they could be without our train- 
ing. Give us our chance and we will show your 
boys what human living is, for we are convinced 
that they can live better in knowledge than they 
can in ignorance.”’ 

_ There is a second wandering from the faith 
which is so common among investigators that it 
may fairly be called the ‘‘fallacy of the scholar.’’ 
It is the belief that all knowledge is so good that 
all parts of knowledge are equally good. Ask 
many of our scholars and teachers what subjects 
a boy should study in order that he may gain 
insight for human living, and they will say, ‘‘It 
makes no difference in what department of 
knowledge he studies; let him go into Sanskrit or 
bacteriology, into mathematics or history; if only 
he goes where men are actually dealing with in- 
tellectual problems, and if only he learns how to 
deal with problems himself, the aim of education 
is achieved, he has entered into intellectual activ- 
ity.’? This point of view, running through all 
the varieties of the elective system, seems to me 
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hopelessly at variance with any sound educa- 
tional doctrine. It represents the scholar of the 
day at his worst both as a thinker and as a 
teacher. In so far as it dominates a group of 
college teachers it seems to me to render them 
unfit to determine and to administer a college 
curriculum. It is an announcement that they 
have no guiding principles in their educational 
practice, no principles of selection in their ar- 
rangement of studies, no genuine grasp on the 
relationship between knowledge and life. It is 
the concerted statement of a group of men each 
of whom is lost within the limits of his own 
special studies, and who as a group seem not to 
realize the organic relationships between them 
nor the common task which should bind them 
together. 

In bringing this second criticism against our 
scholars I am not urging that the principle of elec- 
tion of college studies should be entirely discon- 
tinued. But I should like to inquire by what right 
and within what limits it is justified. The most 
familiar argument in its favor is that if a stu- 
dent is allowed to choose along the lines of his 
own intellect or professional interest he will 
have enthusiasm, the eagerness which comes with 
the following of one’s own bent. Now, just so 
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far as this result is achieved, just so far as the 
quality of scholarship is improved, the procedure 
is good and we may follow it if we do not thereby 
lose other results more valuable than our gain. 
But if the special interest comes into conflict with 
more fundamental ones, if what the student pre- 
fers is opposed to what he ought to prefer, then 
we of the college cannot leave the choice with 
him. We must say to him frankly: ‘‘If you do 
not care for liberal training you had better go 
elsewhere; we have a special and definite task 
assigned us which demands that we keep free 
from the domination of special or professional 
pursuits. So long as we are faithful to that task 
we cannot give you what you ask.’’ 

In my opinion, however, the fundamental mo- 
tive of the elective system is not the one which 
has been mentioned. In the last resort our teach- 
ers allow students to choose their own studies 
not in order to appeal to intellectual or to profes- 
sional interest, but because they themselves have 
no choice of their own in which they believe with 
sufficient intensity to impose it upon their pupils. 
And this lack of a dominating educational policy 
is in turn an expression of an intellectual atti- 
tude, a point of view, which marks the scholars of 
our time. In a word, it seems to me that our 
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willingness to allow students to wander about in 
the college curriculum is one of the most charac- 
teristic expressions of a certain intellectual ag- 
nosticism, a kind of intellectual bankruptcy, into 
which, in spite of all our wealth of information, 
the spirit of the time has fallen. Let me explain 
my meaning. 

The old classical curriculum was founded by 
men who had a theory of the world and of human 
life. They had taken all the available content 
of human knowledge and had wrought it together 
into a coherent whole. What they knew was, as 
judged by our standards, very little in amount. 
But upon that little content they had expended 
all the infinite pains of understanding and inter- 
pretation. They had taken the separate judg- 
ments of science, philosophy, history, and the 
arts, and had so welded them together, so es- 
tablished their relationships with one another, so 
freed them from contradictions and ambiguities 
that, so far as might be in their day and genera- 
tion, human life as a whole and the world about 
us were known, were understood, were rational- 
ized. They had a knowledge of human expe- 
rience by which they could live and which they 
could teach to others engaged in the activities of 
living. 
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Bnt with the invention of methods of scientific 
investigation and discovery there came pouring 
into the mind of Europe great masses of intellec- 
tual material—astronomy, physics, chemistry. 
This content for a time it could not understand, 
could not relate to what it already knew. The old 
boundary-lines did not inclose the new fields; the 
old explanations and interpretations would. not 
fit the new facts. Knowledge had not grown, it 
had simply been enlarged, and the two masses of 
content, the old and the new, stood facing each 
other with no common ground of understanding. 
Here was the intellectual task of the great leaders 
of the early modern thought of Europe: to re- 
establish the unity of knowledge, to discover the 
relationships between these apparently hostile 
bodies of judgments, to know the world again, but 
with all the added richness of the new insights 
and the new information. This was the work 
of Leibnitz and Spinoza, of Kant and Hegel, and 
those who labored with them. And ina very con- 
siderable measure the task had been accom- 
plished, order had been restored. But again with 
the inrush of the newer discoveries, first in the 
field of biology and then later in the world of 
human relationships, the difficulties have re- 
turned, multiplied a thousandfold. Every day 
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sees a new field of facts opened up, a new method 
of investigation invented, a new department of 
knowledge established. And in the rush of it all 
these new sciences come merely as additions, not 
to be understood but simply numbered, not to be 
interpreted but simply listed in the great collec- 
tion of separate fields of knowledge. If you will 
examine the work of any scientist within one of 
these fields you will find him ordering, system- 
atizing, reducing to principles, in a word, know- 
ing every fact in terms of its relation to every 
other fact and to the whole field within which it 
falls. But at the same time these separate sci- 
ences, these separate groups of judgment, are 
left standing side by side with no intelligible con- 
nections, no establishment of relationships, no in- 
terpretation in the sense in which we insist upon 
it within each of the fields taken by itself. Is it 
not the characteristic statement of a scholar of 
our time to say: ‘‘I do not know what may be 
the ultimate significance of these facts and these 
principles; all that I know is that if you will fol- 
low my methods within my field you will find the 
facts coming into order, the principles coming 
into simple and coherent arrangement. With any 
problems apart from this order and this arrange- 
ment I have intellectually no concern.”’ 
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It has become an axiom with us that the genuine 
student labors within his own field. And if the 
student ventures forth to examine the relations 
of his field to the surrounding country he very 
easily becomes a popularizer, a litterateur, a 
speculator, and worst of all, unscientific. Now I 
do not object to a man’s minding his own intel- 
lectual business if he chooses to do so, but when a 
man minds his own business because he does not 
know any other business, because he has no 
knowledge whatever of the relationships which 
justify his business and make it worth while, 
then I think one may say that though such a man 
minds his own affairs he does not know them, 
he does not understand them. Such a man, from 
the point of view of the demands of a liberal edu- 
cation, differs in no essential respect from the 
tradesman who does not understand his trade or 
the professional man who merely practises his 
profession. Just as truly as they, he is shut up 
within a special interest; just as truly as they he 
is making no intellectual attempt to understand 
his experience in its unity. And the pity of it is 
that more and more the chairs in our colleges are 
occupied by men who have only this special in- 
terest, this specialized information, and it is 
through them that we attempt to give our boys 
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a liberal education, which the teachers themselves 
have not achieved. 

I should not like to be misunderstood in making 
this railing accusation against our teachers and 
our time. If I say that our knowledge is at pres- 
ent a collection of scattered observations about 
the world rather than an understanding of it, 
fairness compels. the admission that the failure 
is due to the inherent difficulties of the situation 
and to the novelty of the problems presented. If 
I cry out against the agnosticism of our people 
it is not as one who has escaped from it, nor as 
one who would point the way back to the older 
synthesis, but simply as one who believes that the 
time has come for a reconstruction, for a new 
synthesis. We have had time enough now to get 
some notion of our bearings, shocks enough to 
get over our nervousness and discomfiture when 
a new one comes along. It is the opportunity and 
the obligation of this generation to think through 
the content of our knowing once again, to under- 
stand it, so. far as we can. And in such a battle 
as this, surely it is the part of the college to take 
the lead. Here is the mission of the college 
teacher as of no other member of our common 
life. Surely he should stand before his pupils 
and before all of us as a man who has achieved 
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some understanding of this human situation of 
ours, but more than that, as one who is eager 
for the conflict with the powers of darkness and 
who can lead his pupils in enthusiastic devotion 
to the common cause of enlightenment. 


§ 5 

And now, finally, after these attacks upon the 
policies which other men have derived from their 
love of knowledge, may I suggest two matters of 
policy which seem to me to follow from the defi- 
nition of education which we have taken. The 
first concerns the content of the college course; 
the second has to do with the method of its! 
presentation to the undergraduate. 

We have said that the system of free election 
is natural for those to whom knowledge is simply 
a number of separate departments. It is equally 
true that just in so far as knowledge attains 
unity, just so far as the relations of the various 
departments are perceived, freedom of election 
by the student must be limited. For it at once 
appears that on the one side there are vast ranges 
of information which have virtually no signifi- 
cance for the purposes of a liberal education, 
while on the other hand there are certain ele- 
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ments so fundamental and vital that without any 
one of them a liberal education is impossible. 

I should like to indicate certain parts of human 
knowledge which seem to me go essential that no 
principle of election should ever be allowed to 
drive them out of the course of any college 
student. 

First, a student should become acquainted with 
the fundamental motives and purposes and beliefs 
which, clearly or unclearly recognized, underlie 
all human experience and bind it together. He 
must perceive the moral strivings, the intellectual 
endeavors, the esthetic experiences of his race, 
and closely linked with these, determining and de- 
termined by them, the beliefs about the world 
which have appeared in our systems of religion. 
To investigate this field, to bring it to such clear- 
ness of formulation as may be possible, is the 
task of philosophy—an essential element in any 
liberal education. Secondly, as in human living, 
our motives, purposes and beliefs have found ex- 
pression in institutions—those concerted modes 
of procedure by which we work together—a 
student should be made acquainted with these. 
He should see and appreciate what is intended, 
what accomplished, and what left undone by 
such institutions as property, the courts, the 
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family, the church, the mill. To know these as 
contributing and failing to contribute to human 
welfare is the work of our social or humanistic 
sciences, into which a boy must go on his way 
through the liberal college. Thirdly, in order to 
understand the motives and the institutions of 
human life one must know the conditions which 
surround it, the stage on which the game is 
played. To give this information is the business 
of astronomy, geology, physics, chemistry, biol- 
ogy and the other descriptive sciences. These a 
boy must know, so far as they are significant and 
relevant to his purpose. Fourthly, as all three 
of these factors, the motives, the institutions, the 
natural processes have sprung from the past and 
have come to be what they are by change upon 
change in the process of time, the student of hu- 
man life must try to learn the sequence of events 
from which the present has come. The develop- 
ment of human thought and attitude, the develop- 
ment of human institutions, the development of 
the world and of the beings about us—all these 
must be known, as throwing light upon present 
problems, present instrumentalities, present op- 
portunities in the life of human endeavor. And 
+n addition to these four studies which render 
human experience in terms of abstract ideas, a 


186 THEORY OF LIBERAL COLLEGE 


liberal education must take account of those con- 
crete representations of life which are given in 
the arts, and especially in the art of literature. 
It is well that a boy should be acquainted with 
his world not simply as expressed by the prin- 
ciples of knowledge but also as depicted by the 
artist with all the vividness and definiteness 
which are possible in the portrayal of individual 
beings in individual relationships. These five 
elements, then, a young man must take from a 
college of liberal training, the contributions of 
philosophy, of humanistic science, of natural 
science, of history, and of literature. So far as 
knowledge is concerned, these at least he should 
have, welded together in some kind of interpreta- 
tion of his own experience and of the world in 
which he lives. 

My second suggestion is that our college cur- 
riculum should be so arranged and our instruction 
so devised that its vital connection with the living 
of men should be obvious even to an under- 
graduate. <A little while ago I heard one of the 
most prominent citizens of this country speaking 
of his college days, and he said, ‘‘I remember so 
vividly those few occasions on which the profes- 
sor would put aside the books and talk like a 
real man about real things.’’ Oh, the bitterness 
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of those words to the teacher! Our books are 
not dealing with the real things, and for the most 
part we are not real men either, but just old 
fogies and bookworms. And to be perfectly 
frank about the whole matter, I believe that in 
large measure our pupils are indifferent to their 
studies simply because they do not see that these 
are important. 

Now if we really have a vital course of study 
to present I believe that this difficulty can in large 
measure be overcome. It is possible to make a 
freshman realize the need of translating his ex- 
perience from the forms of feeling to those of 
ideas. He can and he ought to be shown that 
now, his days of mere tutelage being over, it is 
time for him to face the problems of his people, 
to begin to think about those problems for him- 
self, to learn what other men have learned and 
thought before him, in a word, to get himself 
ready to take his place among those who are 
responsible for the guidance of our common life 
by ideas and principles and purposes. If this 
could be done, I think we should get from the 
reality-loving American boy something like an 
intellectual enthusiasm, something of the spirit 
that comes when he plays a game that seems to 
him really worth playing. But I do not believe 
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that this result can be achieved without a radical 
reversal of the arrangement of the college cur- 
riculum. I should like to see every freshman at 
once plunged into the problems of philosophy, 
into the difficulties and perplexities about our in- 
stitutions, into the scientific accounts of the world 
especially as they bear on human life, into the 
portrayals of human experience which are given 
by the masters of literature. If this were done 
by proper teaching, it seems to me the boy’s col- 
lege course would at once take on significance for 
him; he would understand what he is about; and 
though he would be a sadly puzzled boy at the 
end of the first year, he would still have before 
him three good years of study, of investigation, — 
of reflection, and of discipleship, in which to 
achieve, so far as may be, the task to which he 
has been set. Let him once feel the problems of 
the present, and his historical studies will become 
significant; let him know what other men have 
discovered and thought about his problems, and — 
he will be ready to deal with them himself. But 
in any case, the whole college course will be 
unified and dominated by a single interest, a 
single purpose—that of so understanding human 
life as to be ready and equipped for the practice 
of it. And this would mean for the college, not 
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another seeking of the way of quick returns, but 
rather an escape from aimless wanderings in the 
mere by-paths of knowledge, a resolute climbing 
on the highroad to a unified grasp upon human 
experience. 

I have taken so much of your time this morn- 
ing that an apology seems due for the things I 
have omitted to mention. I have said nothing 
of the organization of the college, nothing of the 
social life of the students, nothing of the rela- 
tions with the alumni, nothing of the needs and 
qualifications of the teachers, and, even within 
the consideration of the course of study, nothing 
of the value of specialization or of the disci- 
plinary subjects or of the training of language 
and expression. And I have put these aside de- 
liberately, for the sake of a cause which is greater 
than any of them—a cause which lies at the very 
heart of the liberal college. It is the cause of 
making clear to the American people the mission 
of the teacher, of convincing them of the value 
of knowledge: not the specialized knowledge 
which contributes to immediate practical aims, 
but the unified understanding which is Insight. 
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NE cannot talk about the unity of the cur- 

riculum without talking about the unity of 
knowledge. And one hesitates to talk about the 
unity of knowledge because one does not know 
what to say. It is just this ‘‘hesitation’’ which 
is the most striking feature of current educa- 
tional policy. How to escape from it is a very 
pressing and a very difficult problem. 

We commonly say of the elective system that 
it has cut the course of study into a multitude of 
disconnected parts. It has also allowed the pupil 
to make an education by taking a very few out of 
the great number of these separate items. Under 
this system then the question is, ‘‘How shall we 
make out a few disconnected fragments of knowl- 
edge a unified understanding of knowledge as a 
whole, as a single thing?’’ 

To this question there are two familiar an- 
swers. The first is that the question itself is 
nonsense. According to this view knowledge as 


a whole has no unity. Knowing is a number of 
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relatively separate investigations. No one man 
can be acquainted with all these lines of inquiry. 
And if he were, he could not make them into a 
single meaning, a unitary scheme of understand- 
ing. In a word, the unity of knowledge is a 
myth. 

For the men who take this point of view, the 
theory of the curriculum is a very simple 
thing. For them the chief end and aim of in- 
struction is command of a ‘‘subject.’’ They see, 
of course, that no subject can be studied in com- 
plete isolation. Every subject is surrounded and 
affected by two sets of relations of which its 
students must take account. First, it must be 
known in relation to other subjects in the same 
‘‘group.’’? One cannot know economics well with- 
out understanding history, politics, and law; to 
get hold of biology one must learn chemistry and 
psychology, too; subjects in the same group do 
run into each other. And, second, subjects must 
be studied in relation to their practical applica- 
tions. After all, it is forever and necessarily 
true that the function of knowledge is to illu- 
mine and direct practical activity. One does not, 
then, know his subject unless he sees it as an in- 
strument of control in the practical situations 
with which it is intended to deal. 
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In the light of these two excellent and modify- 
ing principles, the disbelievers in the unity of 
knowledge proceed to their teaching task. They 
select some interest, some fragment of knowledge 
which seen in its immediate relations is not too 
big to be grasped by a single mind. This is their 
major subject; to it they give their major at- 
tention. Commonly, however, they insist upon 
minor interests as well. In order to be a well 
rounded man one should take pieces of work in 
other fields. There should be given to every 
student a little music, a taste of philosophy, a 
glimpse into history, some practice in the tech- 
nique of the laboratory, a thrill or two in the 
appreciation of poetry. These specifics will se- 
cure one’s general mental health against the dan- 
gers of one-sidedness. Through it all there runs 
the quality of the devil at church on Sunday rest- 
ing from the labors of a busy week. We do well 
to remember that in this point of view there is 
no pervading unity. 

With respect to the origin and influence of the 
view just stated, two statements may be made. 
They are very complimentary to natural science, 
but are easily interpreted as attacks upon it. 
First, it is chiefly natural science which is re- 
sponsible for the opinion that knowledge has no 


196 THE UNITY OF THE CURRICULUM 


unity. Second, it is chiefly that view which has 
brought our college teaching into incoherence and 
confusion. In my opinion it seems probable that 
the most important fact connected with the de- 
velopment of the elective system in America is 
that Charles William Eliot was a chemist. So 
far as I know he is the greatest leader in colle- 
giate policy that America has had. But the 
modes of thought of his powerful leadership were 
predominantly the mechanical forms of chemical 
analysis. Those forms, with all their values and 
all their limitations, he for a long time fixed upon 
the academic thinking of this country. 

I have intimated that the double statement just 
made is not intended as hostile to science, nor as 
casting aspersions upon the native intelligence of 
the scientist, or the necessity of his work. What 
it does mean to say is that the natural sciences 
deal with a type of content which invites and 
makes possible the isolation of problems to a 
degree not achieved in other types of investiga- 
tion. If he have proper regard for related sub- 
jects, the scientific student can define his task as 
a separate and distinct piece of work, can adjust 
his technique to the dealing with it, and can then 
go serenely about his labor knowing that it, by 
itself, will lead him as far and farther than he 
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can ever attain. Wars may come and go, king- 
doms rise and fall, schools of poetry flourish and 
decay, fashions bloom and fade, and through 
them all the egg-secretions stand secure. ‘‘What 
have they been? What have they done? What 
are they made of? What will they do?’’ If once 
he be wedded to questions like these, surely a man 
may settle down and live in bliss forever after. 
But can he? What of the state of learning within 
which the happy union is carried on? Has any 
state been able yet to live in anarchy? -One 
wishes that it might be done, that every man 
might go his way, follow his bent and find himself 
at peace with every other man. But that is not 
the actual situation in the world with which we 
deal. Out of the purposes and acts of many men, 
society must make a plan, a scheme of common 
living. Out of the thoughts of many men, our 
scholarship must make a plan, such common 
dominating scheme as can be made. But just at 
present, common schemes of thought have broken 
down. The sciences are not explained, not under- 
stood. Rightly enough, they will not knuckle un- 
der to schemes of thought devised before their 
principles were known. Thought must be made 
anew to take them in and give them proper place. 
But when they stand upon the ruins of an older 
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scheme which they have smashed, and cry, ‘‘ Down 
with the state, we ll have no state at all!’’ they 
talk familiar nonsense. Because another scheme 
of thought has broken down, they think that 
schemes of thought are gone forever, that unity 
in knowledge is a myth. What science tells them 
that? Have they not gone outside their premises? 
They were to live and work each with his prob- 
lem, by himself. But when they say that strings 
of separate thoughts are what the common 
thought should be, they have a plan for common 
thought. And they have made it badly because 
their thinking, their technique, was made for 
other problems. To make of science a philosophy 
is just as bad as finding scientific fact in myth 
and fable. Let each man do his task. But let 
us not infer that since one man cannot do an- 
other’s work, the second, too, is likewise helpless 
in the field for which he is equipped. 

But now already while discussing the first an- 
swer to our leading question, we have arrived at 
the second. If it is not nonsense to seek for unity 
in knowledge, then it is nonsense not to seek it. 
And in fact this seeking is the great intellectual 
undertaking of this time and of a renewing civi- 
lization. Just as each science within its field 
brings facts to unity, attempts to understand 
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them, just so these separate sciences are facts 
which we must unify if we would understand 
them all. To understand them is to know them 
as a single meaning with separate parts. In this 
sense, knowing is always unifying. And when 
one makes this statement one does not say the 
work is done: one does not offer a reconstructed 
world already made. One says that here we have 
a task which faces learning at the present time. 
Upon this task our scholarship must work, not 
saying in advance what will be found, but trying 
to find the forms of unity which must be there if 
we can think at all. And teaching, liberal teach- 
ing, is just the attempt to put our students at 
work upon that task. They have a world to find, 
to make. It is our task to set them at it. 

I think that perhaps the best way of explain- 
ing this second answer to our question will be 
to apply it to one or two specific proposals which 
are at present under consideration. What is the 
value of preliminary survey courses in giving 
unity to study? My impression is that the value 
is real but rather slight. In general the plan 
is that as he approaches a group of subjects, a 
student shall be given an outline account of these, 
their problems, their procedures, their relations 
to one another. This is a device of which the 
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social sciences are fond. I have heard the teach- 
ers of these sciences discuss with much eager- 
ness the question, ‘‘How can the social sciences 
be unified?’’ May I record the opinion that in 
themselves these studies have no dominating 
unity? To tell of their relations to one another 
is not to unify them, unless it means to tell their 
common dependence upon other studies outside 
the list. Logic and ethics have, I think, the prin- 
ciples of unity for all our social studies. And if 
we seek for unity without them, we get a list of 
separate things quite shorn of all the deeper 
meanings which they ought to have. And so 
against the survey course which lists, describes, 
and classifies a group of studies, I would suggest 
the analytic course which finds a method of 
thought and gives a student practice in it. To 
get a student ready for a group of studies, one 
should select a problem which demands the 
proper kind of thinking, a certain way of gather- 
ing information, a way of asking questions, a 
way of answering them, and then should set the 
student’s mind at work in just those ways. I 
would not make the opposition here too sharp. 
One must have proper content if one would prac: 
tise proper method. And yet it is true that sur- 
vey as such, the listing of problems and answers 
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in fields which one has never seen—this in itself 
is not sufficient introduction. If one can get the 
student thinking in a given way and set him loose 
amid the content, that way will lead him to the 
problems and their differences. An introductory 
course should lead a student not so much by con- 
tent as by method, not so much by answer as by 
problem, not only by external list of separate 
studies, but also by the dialectic of a mode of 
thought which seeks and finds the content which 
it feeds upon. 

And again, if we are to count upon a single 
course to unify the college studies, should fresh- 
men or seniors take the course? At present, I 
think two courses are needed, one for beginners 
in the college work and one to bring the studies all 
together at the end. But as between the two, if 
we must choose, the latter would seem to be the 
more important. I think that every liberal col- 
lege should demand of all its students that they 
attempt to relate their various studies into some 
ordered scheme of thought. Within the various 
subjects they have taken they should begin to 
see the principles of thinking, the system of 
values, the fundamental notions which underlie 
and dominate all that we think and do. I know 
that I am saying here that in its essence a liberal 
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course of study must be a study in philosophy. 
But one must say just that because it is the truth. 
And we who send our students out with scattered 
studies never brought together, without a notion 
of the mode of thought by which the fundamental 
unifying motives may be found, are not giving 
liberal education. Our seniors must be made to 
attempt the task of having a philosophy. 

And here at last we come, I think, to the only 
important thing that can be said about the unity 
of the curriculum and our relation to it. The 
essential fact is that we, the college teachers, have 
no philosophy. We have been trained within the 
elective system. We are the devotees of ‘‘sub- 
jects.’’ We live and think amid the fragments of 
an intellectual world which has been broken 
down. Ours is the task of building up again an- 
other view of life to hold the meanings which we 
had and have. And if we shirk that task in study 
and in teaching, no unifying courses will repair 
the damage. If teachers think in fragments, they 
cannot teach in wholes. Devices of teaching 
technique will never remedy defects of thought. 
All that a teacher has to give is just his way of 
thinking about the world. And if we mean to 
give a liberal education, then we must be our- 
selves a group of liberally educated men. Out of 
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the turmoil and confusion of this present time 
our minds must seek, are seeking order and mean- 
ing. And as we find it our students will find it, 
too. We do not teach so much by what we say 
as by the way we think. Our liberal colleges, 
teachers and students alike, have the task of find- 
ing and using a mode of thought by which an 
understanding of our life in all its phases may 
some day be achieved. Our urgent problem, 
whether in teaching or in study, is not to find 
devices which may remedy defects inherent in 
our usual way of doing things. The problem is 
so to construe our task that we shall be about 
it in methods suited to it. We must not hesitate, 
dallying with ‘‘subjects,’? when the unity of 
knowing is before us as our goal. The time has 
come for vigorous and decisive action. It is a 
time of genuine testing of the American college 
and of its teachers. 
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HE longer one attempts to devise a liberal 
training by the additions and combinations 
of courses, the more one becomes convinced that 
addition is an illusion and that courses are the 
chimeras of an imagination perverted by the 
categories of mechanics. Twenty courses do not 
make a college education any more than twenty 
legs make a man, nor twenty heads, nor even ten 
hearts, two legs, and eight fingers. And in the 
same way three courses do not make an intel- 
lectual interest, an experience of the actual 
process of the working mind. Something is 
wrong with the terms, something is radically 
wrong with the process of combining them. 
What is the trouble? It seems to me very clear 
that the concepts of quantity and measurement 
have wrecked the organic unity of the college 
course. In making elective courses we have felt 
the genuine need of uniformity and so have estab- 
lished units in terms of which to measure. And 
having established our separate units of subjects, 
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courses, departments, we have felt free to pluck 
them out of the living organism one by one, to 
substitute one for another, and then to put them 
back supposing the life process to be still rushing 
on in spite of all our interruptions. 

If this be true, then no re-sorting of the courses 
will gain the ends we seek. Rather, it seems to 
me, we must re-think our terms and reconsider 
our procedure. I am inclined, therefore, to rec- 
ommend to the trustees and faculty of the college 
a fairly fundamental transformation of its organ- 
ization. You will not find in this suggestion the 
slightest hint of any change of purpose. You 
will, however, find a strong conviction that the col- 
lege organization in which that purpose finds ex- 
pression is quite inadequate. I am proposing, 
therefore, that a new one take its place. 

As we have postulated two aims in the defining 
of a liberal education, so I would, in good mechan- 
ical form, propose the division of the college into 
two separate colleges, a Junior and a Senior Col- 
lege. And if it be at once retorted that this is a 
vicious mechanical separation in purpose and in 
method, then I would reply that the division into 
two, if discreetly made, is not so bad as a division 
into twenty, and further that, in spite of bad ap- 
pearances, this division of ours is not to be me- 
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chanical—never shall we take these colleges apart 
or try to substitute them for one another in any 
known relationship. 

But now to state our plan in sober, honest 
terms! Our purpose is, we say, to set men on the 
road toward liberal education. And liberal edu- 
cation seems to have two aspects: (1) that of gen- 
eral apprehension of the culture of one’s race and 
(2) that of feeling of the actual process of the 
mind by which that culture has been made and 
still is in the making. These aims are always 
present wherever a liberal college is. But they 
are often obscure in content and so hazy in outline 
as to be mistaken one for the other. Men say 
‘‘any course of study properly pursued is liberal’’ 
and so they take some ten or twenty courses, each 
of necessity improperly pursued and call the proc- 
ess liberal. Men say ‘‘a little of everything and 
everything of something—that gives a liberal edu- 
eation.’’ But they forget that knowledge when 
made up of ‘‘everythings’’ and ‘‘somethings”’ is 
not real knowledge at all—not knowledge in the 
sense of wisdom or of understanding, nor 
even knowledge in the actual process of its 
making. 

It seems to me essential that these two aims 
should be kept clear and kept apart for fear that 
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either may be lost or either substituted for the 
other. I would propose, therefore, that we estab- 
lish them and build them into the very structure 
of the college course. Let us have two colleges 
instead of one, or better two in one, the first ex- 
plicitly devoted to the general aim, the second, in 
greater part at least, given up to special studies, 
and both together mastered by the common aim of 
trying to understand and share the labor and ec- 
stasy of human knowledge and human apprehen- 
sion. 

How shall it be done? In its most external as- 
pect the college is, of course, an institution which, 
having instructed students, or perhaps not having 
instructed them, examines them in order to de- 
termine whether or not to give them a degree 
which certifies that they are, in some sense agreed 
upon, educated men. In this external sense, one 
college is one set of examinations with all that 
thereunto belongs. If then we should establish 
two examinations, two sets of tests, we should in 
this external sense divide the four-year college 
into two parts, each of two years. From this 
would follow various results as to our methods 
of teaching, methods of study, methods of life. 
According as men are to be examined so will 
their modes of living be. Two aims, two sets of 
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examinations; hence two colleges—that is the 
program. 

I would propose then that at the end of the 
sophomore year we establish a set of tests or one 
comprehensive test to determine whether or not 
in their two years of college work our students 
have been making headway toward intelligence, 
toward culture, toward an apprehension of hu- 
man knowledge as a whole. And at the end of 
the senior year we should have a second test 
which, taking the first for granted, should try to 
discover what students know of some one field of 
knowledge, what work is done within it and what 
it means. Passing the first examination would 
give admission to the Senior College. Passing 
the senior test would qualify a student for his 
degree. 

It would be essential, I think, that such ex- 
aminations be set, not by the teachers who have 
given the instruction but by an examining board 
appointed for the purpose. Teachers would still 
continue to give their tests at the endings of 
courses, and passing one’s courses might be made 
a prerequisite for admission to the general e@x- 
amination. And the board of examiners might 
perhaps include some of the teachers of the col- 
lege whose work is being examined. But in prin- 
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ciple, it seems to me, courses and examinations 
should be kept far apart. The board should set 
its tests not on the basis of courses taken but 
by the guidance of an end to be achieved, a type 
of education to be realized. We should examine 
the student, not his knowledge of the courses he 
has’ taken. 

I should like now to suggest some of the ad- 
vantages which it seems to me such an arrange- 
ment would bring about in the two colleges which 
are established by it. 

Junior College. The first advantage of the ar- 
rangement in the Junior College would be the 
clarifying and validating of what the college com- 
munity means by culture. It would give to the 
younger members of the community a compelling 
sense of something that must be done, some qual- 
ity that must be taken on, some power that must 
be gained, some sensitiveness that must be won. 
There is now no such compelling sense of 
common purpose and requirement in our con- 
glomerate arrangement of courses. In a recent 
pronunciamento of the largest association of col- 
leges in the United States, it was argued that 
since the concept of liberal education has no gen- 
erally accepted meaning, a given subject might 
just as well be included in the college course as 
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any other; apparently no one could tell the dif- 
ference in the result. And if our college author- 
ities are in a haze like this, there is no wonder 
that freshmen and sophomores feel no compul- 
sion of a clear and definite purpose driving them 
on. But we must have just that to make our 
college work worth while—a recognition by us 
all that there are certain things which one must 
know, must feel, must see, must understand if 
he desires to be regarded as a member of this 
community. Unless he does the things we do 
and loves the things we love, he is not one of 
us. I think perhaps we might regard the Junior 
College examinations as a matriculation test, the 
college having given a man two years in which 
to show that he may rightly claim a place as one 
who is her own. 

And may I hasten to say that the merit of such 
an examination as this would not lie in a great 
severity. I see no reason why it should be in 
general quality harder than any of the tests we 
give at present. The elimination of many stu- 
dents by rigid tests might easily be done. But 
I am not convinced that education by such elim- 
ination is the thing most needed in the American 
colleges just now. There would be much to be 
gained in private satisfaction and in high quality 
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of scholarly achievement by the elimination of 
all students except the very best. But that is 
not the gain most sorely needed at the present 
time. Our task, the most important task, is that 
of taking the average American boy and those 
above the average and trying to make of them 
men of cultured power. No one doubts that this 
work can be done for boys of unusual gifts and 
aptitude. But what can be done in general? 
What are the possibilities of cultural education 
in the country at large? That seems to me the 
urgent, the almost terrifying question which now 
confronts our colleges of liberal education. May 
I say again, therefore, that the merit of this ex- 
amination would be, not in this or that estab- 
lished degree of severity, but in the setting of 
a standard as such, in the making clear that ‘‘lib- 
eral’’ has a meaning which cuts like steel between 
the groups of those who are and those who are 
not liberal sophomores. 

At this point there is a question which I know 
is quite inevitable: ‘‘Upon what subjects will 
you examine at the end of the sophomore year? 
The student has passed his courses one by one 
and answered questions on them. Will you ask 
further questions on these courses? Will your 
examination mean a grand and general review?”’ 
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May I try to answer the question in two parts, 
distinguishing between the method and the con- 
tent of the mind with which the examination is 
to deal? 

If we were examining the intellectual method 
of a sophomore to see what sort of man he is 
there are, I think, seven main questions which 
we should like to ask: 

1 Can he and does he read books? 

In books is gathered up the culture and 
knowledge of the race. A boy who has 
not learned to go to them, to live in them, 
to understand their meanings, is not, in 
method at least, upon the great highroad 
of education. 

2 Can he express his own thoughts in writ- 
ing? 

3 Can he speak clearly and accurately? 

4 Can he listen to and understand another’s 
speech? 

5 Has he a sense of fact, distinguishing from 
facts the mere suggestions which are not 
yet established? 

6 Can he derive an implication, draw an in- 
ference, and see what implications and 
inferences do not follow? 

7 Has he a sense of values by which to feel, 
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to appreciate, to recognize the things 
worth while from those not worthy of our 
choosing? 

These are, so far as method is concerned, the 
questions I should like to ask about a sophomore 
seeking admission to a Senior College. They in- 
dicate the qualities of mind which make for edu- 
cation. If one has gained these qualities I think 
we might admit him to special studies of a lib- 
eral sort. If not, it is a sin to let him think, how- 
ever many courses he has passed, that he is on 
_ the road to liberal education. 

And on the side of content we should again os 
to discover not so much what he has done to 
courses as what courses, and growing, and be- 
ing himself, have done to him, what sort of man 
he is becoming. He should be examined upon 
his knowledge of literature, of natural and hu- 
manistic science, should be expected to know the 
essential things in them which are the common 
stock of men who are trying to interpret the 
world in which they live. And further, he should 
appreciate and understand in some degree the 
purposes and attitudes of men of letters, of 
scientists, and other thinkers, should know what 
tasks they undertake, what methods they adopt, 
what results they have achieved, and what, in 
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general outline, they now propose to do. Such 
an examination would require knowledge of the 
subjects taught and studied in the courses, but 
it would imply as well a student’s independent 
reading and thinking about his subjects. It 
would, I think, relegate the courses to their 
proper place as moments in a process of acquisi- 
tion and understanding, a process which every 
student must be carrying on himself, a process 
which the entire community accepts as that by 
which it seeks its purpose of liberal education. 

Such an examination could not be given by one 
man nor in one day. It would require a board 
of examiners and would inevitably extend over 
two, three, or four weeks. It would include writ- 
ten examinations, tests, reports, conferences. It 
would put into explicit and regular form such 
queries and associations as one would wish 
to have with a young man whose intellectual 
and personal quality one might wish to deter- 
mine. 

But now to return to the listing of the advan- 
tages of the Junior College examination! We 
have said that over against the separate courses 
it would set up the demand of the college as a 
whole for rightness of method and rightness of 
content in the teaching and study. There are 
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some other advantages perhaps not so important. 

I think the improvement which would be 
brought to sophomore study would be very great. 
The sophomore is our least responsible student. 
The enthusiasm and the docility, perhaps, of the 
freshman year have somewhat lessened. The 
ending of the college course is still three years 
away. The goal toward which it leads is far and 
indistinct. The sophomore is not under pres- 
sure. Such a test as we have outlined, express- 
ing a demand that must be met at the ending 
of the year, summing up the activities of the two 
years in one compelling purpose and interest— 
such a test would in my opinion transform the 
sophomore year. If so, it would give gain where 
now our loss is greatest. For many students it 
would prevent the breaking down of the college 
course. 

Another gain would be, I think, that of placing 
upon the student the responsibility for the get- 
ting of his own education. The college would 
give no guarantee that courses would cover all 
the content of the general examination. In the 
last resort, a student should find out for himself 
what demand the community lays upon him; he 
should see that the doing of daily tasks assigned 
with daily regularity is good but childish. He 
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should undertake to make himself what the col- 
lege approves, should use his courses and his own 
self-directed studies as instruments for getting 
ready for the tests which the college is to give 
him. In the years from eighteen to twenty-three 
one should be getting something of the self- 
reliance of aman. Our present procedure tends 
too much to keep the students young in will as 
well as in intelligence. 

Still another gain would come in the relations 
of teachers and students. The present process 
tends toward being one of handing out and then 
demanding that the thing received be given back 
again. The teacher is at the same time exam- 
iner. But if teacher and pupil were alike prepar- 
ing for a distant test which neither is to set, there 
would be more of comradeship, of teaching and 
discipleship than we have now. 

IL hesitate to speak of gains so far as teaching 
is concerned for, out of my own experience if in 
no other way, I know how jealous teachers are 
of their independence, how much they cherish 
their sovereign right to teach as they think best. 
And in a certain field of their relations I would 
not yield to any one in fighting for the teacher’s 
independence. But independence at this other 
point of which we speak is nothing else than an- 
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archy. May I then suggest two gains that might 
be won for teaching. 

First, I think that the separate courses taken 
by any student for a common test would find 
proper relation to each other just through their 
common relation to the common test. Hach 
course would find itself called upon to play its 
proper part, each teacher would need to know 
what other teachers were doing, each would as- 
sume the work of other teachers as joining with 
his own. At present one teacher knows an- 
other’s work by gossip, often by idle, inaccurate 
gossip of undergraduates, hardly ever, if at all, 
by genuine conference. A demand of unified 
knowledge accepted as the standard of the Junior 
College, enforced by an examination for member- 
ship in the community, would bring about, I 
think, some understanding of the common task 
and hence relating of the various ‘parts within 
the unity to which they all belong. 

Another gain for teachers would be that in 
some measure their teaching would be tested. 
On the whole it is not good for any man to keep 
on doing work on which no adequate judgment 
of approval or disapproval is ever passed by 
competent authority. The tests implied in stu- 
dent popularity, in the number of student elec- 
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tions in one’s courses, in the promotions or re- 
fusals of promotion decreed by trustees and 
presidents, these do not satisfy our college teach- 
ers. They have many, many better reasons for 
disgruntlement. But one important cause of dis- 
content lies, I think, just in the lack of any sense 
of right appraisal of their work. The men who 
publish find their judgment among their fellow- 
scholars who do not hesitate to speak their minds. 
But men who teach mark their own teaching. It 
takes a fair amount of self-esteem to keep one’s 
courage up. And so I think that an objective 
test would give relief and on the whole much 
satisfaction. 

I am sure that there would be great gain in 
the separating of freshmen, sophomores, juniors, 
and seniors into distinct groups in the arrange- 
ment of their courses. If only sophomores were 
taking the courses of the second year, and if all 
sophomores had taken the same or equivalent 
courses in the previous year, both teacher and 
pupil would profit by the uniformity. The 
course could then be made to lead from something 
in the past to something in the future. It would 
not be a mere detached unmeaning fragment be- 
ginning from so many different sources that it 
has no common source at all, and leading into so 
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many different directions that the word ‘‘direc- 
tion’’ loses its meaning. The course would tend 
to be part of a scheme of training, a common 
training for a group of men seeking the same 
end, and hence following the same road and trav- 
eling together. 

There would be, I think, distinct gain in ad- 
ministration, in the simplification of arrange- 
ments of hours, schedules, and other like matters. 
The separation of freshmen and sophomores 
from upper-classmen in class enrolments would 
give a genuine gain. If, as would be practically 
certain, freshmen and sophomores were sepa- 
rated from each other in the arranging of classes, 
our present difficulties as to schedules would dis- 
appear. Perhaps in this way the amount of ad- 
ministration in the colleges might be reduced. 
I am sure that very much of the time of admin- 
istrative officers is spent in reconciling the con- 
flicting desires of anxious teachers. Strangely 
enough, it usually seems that they, the admin- 
istrative officers, have the desires from which 
official denials spring. But in any case, prob- 
ably to the gratification both of teachers and offi- 
cers, we might in this way diminish administra- 
tion. 

For teachers and students, thep, it seems to 
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me, the proposal of a Junior College is worth con- 
sidering. It would pledge the community to an 
end and to a standard. If successful, it would 
make the concept of a general liberal educa- 
tion a definite one. That concept is compelling 
enough if only it is perceived and understood. If 
then, as I think it would, this proposed arrange- 
ment should bring our common purpose into clar- 
ity and definiteness, it would set us on the road 
we seek, and I am inclined to think that we should 
travel it in gay and serious fellowship. 

The Senior College. The determining motive 
of the Senior College would be the second of 
our aims, to bring a student into actual contact 
with the working minds by which the knowledge 
and apprehension of mankind are made. This 
opportunity would be open to men coming suc- 
cessfully from the Junior College. Here they 
would find a greater freedom, greater responsi- 
bility, and more urgent obligations. My impres- 
sion is that corresponding to the improvement of 
attitude in the sophomore year would come a defi- 
nite gain for juniors and seniors, first from the 
sense of freedom and personal initiative and sec- 
ond from the compulsion of the higher intellectual 
comradeship into which they are received. 

In the Senior College a very considerable part 
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of the student’s time would be given to one major 
interest. What does this mean? It does not 
mean that the work would be confined within 
what we now call a department. It does mean a 
group of related studies, taken from several de- 
partments, but all bound together by some com- 
mon interest and so fusing together in terms of 
some central inquiry or investigation. The na- 
ture of this would of course vary with the field. 

It does not mean that the student is to enter 
a professional school at the end of his sophomore 
year. The college has given very few profes- 
sional courses in the past, and my impression is 
that it will give fewer rather than more of them 
in the future. I am not saying that a student’s 
choice of his major might not be influenced by 
the profession which he has in view. Probably 
in many cases this would happen. But I do mean 
that during the college years the organization of 
the courses will be in terms of intellectual inter- 
ests and problems, not in terms of immediate 
practical pursuits for which specific preparation 
is needed. Here, of course, is one of the great 
educational issues of our time which I must not 
stop to consider at present. May I say simply 
that the policy of the college thus far seems 
clear and definite upon the issue; we are a 
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non-professional college—but very practical. 

But now positively, what does it mean? I am 
not willing to dogmatize with great specification 
until we have had further opportunity to examine 
the procedure of colleges in which like experi- 
ments have been made. I am sure, however, of 
several points. First, the major should be a 
course of study arranged under the direction of 
one teacher or a small group of teachers in re- 
lated fields. Second, it should be regarded, not 
as a group of lectures or courses to be taken, 
but as a study or reading or investigation carried 
on by the student, to which the lectures of teach- 
ers contribute so far as may be. Third, it should 
have such unity as to admit of a single test upon 
it all at the close of the course. Fourth, it should 
be pursued more informally than our present 
courses, but under the immediate direction of 
some teacher, acting individually or as repre- 
sentative of a group. Fifth, it should culminate 
in some report, some thesis, or record of investi- 
gation, or in an examination which should give 
final evidence of the student’s ability and 
achievement. Sixth, the doing of satisfactory 
work in such a major field should be required 
for a degree. 

There are two beliefs involved in this proposal. 
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First, juniors and seniors in college are or can 
be made mature enough in mind and purpose to 
take on genuine intellectual responsibilities; it 
is a sin to keep them children. Second, such in- 
tellectual responsibility calls for a different, a 
more informal relationship between teacher and 
pupil than is desirable in the earlier years. 

Such a majoring plan would again postulate 
a scheme of independent examination for the 
testing of results. There would not be, of course, 
such general examining as that upon the work 
of the Junior College. But there ought to be in 
each field the submitting of the evidence of the 
student’s work to some independent and recog- 
nized authority in that field for judgment of its 
worth. The student should be informed and rec- 
ord made that he has or has not done something 
which men of his years and opportunities may 
reasonably be expected to do. 

It is hardly necessary, I think, to speak of the 
advantages of such an arrangement. The values 
to students and teachers alike are clearly obvious. 
For students, the greater freedom, the close asso- 
ciation with a small group of men of like 
interest, the immediate acquaintance with and 
direction by a small number of teachers, the de- 
mand upon one’s powers which comes from the 
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acceptance of a definite task, all these would stim- 
ulate as well as enlighten the student mind. For 
the teachers, the reduction of the amount of for- 
mal instruction would be a gain. There would 
be danger that much time would be taken in in- 
formal instruction, but this would be so much 
more near to the teacher’s own study that it 
might in many cases be of help rather than a 
hindrance to scholarly pursuits. Certainly there 
would be more of genuine satisfaction in it. 

The real question as to such a plan is not, Is 
it desirable? but, Can it be made to work? And 
the question is not one to be evaded. But my 
own conviction is very strong that the thing can 
be done. I am certain that it ought to be tried. 
It is better to see what can be accomplished along 
such a line than to wait ignobly for some one 
else to make the attempt. As Socrates, in 
Plato’s Euthydemus, when told that in the proc- 
ess of becoming wise a man must lose his ig- 
norant life, offers himself for sacrifice, so may 
the college do. A death like that would be a 
noble ending, the sort of ending from which many 
splendid enterprises have sprung. 

I have spoken of the ‘‘major’’ interest in the 
Senior College. It seems clear that this inter- 
est should not claim all of a student’s working 
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time. Until our plans for majors are made more 
definite, one cannot tell just what the minor ar- 
rangement should be. I would suggest, however, 
that three fourths of the time be given to the 
major and one fourth reserved for the minor in- 
terests.. In this case it would be necessary to 
provide in the Senior College courses for men not 
majoring in the fields in which they lie. It would 
be essential also to provide that the minors be 
taken outside the major fields. I should not 
now be willing to go so far as in the report of 
1914, requiring all students to take, in junior 
year, the history of thought and American his- 
tory, and in the senior year, intellectual and 
moral problems. But it would seem to me es- 
sential that the general interest which controls 
the Junior College should not be wholly put 
aside. At least we should maintain a balancing 
of interest by requiring study outside the major 
field. It would not do to let our special study 
drive away the fundamental aim which we would 
make it serve, the aim of so knowing and feeling 
our human life and men’s interpretations of it 
that one is free in living it. We must remain in 
general apprehension as well as in special study 
a liberal college. 

Conclusion. There are many details to be 
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worked out before such a reorganization as lI 
have proposed could be adopted. The most fun- 
damental and the most difficult is that of the es- 
tablishing of examining boards wholly or in part 
distinct from the teaching faculty. This separa- 
tion of the two functions of teaching and exam- 
ining is not in one sense essential to the plan. 
Clearly the Junior and Senior Colleges could be 
set apart each with its own peculiar work, each 
with its own preliminary and final examinations 
—this could be done without so sharp a separa- 
tion between teaching and examining. And yet 
the separation is suggested by the plan and 
would in my opinion contribute largely to its suc- 
cess. How far are we willing to go along this 
line? Are we ready to establish two boards of 
examiners correlative with the teaching faculty? 
If so, shall the faculty participate in the appoint- 
ment of such boards, or shall it be wholly in the 
hands of the trustees and president? This is a 
set of issues difficult to deal with. They are to 
be met for the sake of the realizing of the pur- 
pose of the college. 

Ag I close this discussion, I can merely call at- 
tention to important questions which are bound 
up with the project which we have been con- 


sidering. 


230 REORGANIZING THE CURRICULUM 


The required studies of the Junior College 
would presumedly not differ radically from the 
present requirements of the first and second 
years. I think that we are approaching settle- 
ment of the questions regarding the studies of 
these years. 

The reorganization proposed would have great 
effect upon our dealings with the members of the 
faculty, those now with us as well as others to 
be appointed. For the trying of a high experi- 
ment we must have men of high ability and 
courage. It is the primary task of the college to 
make its provision for teachers conformable to 
the demands upon them. 

There is no implication in the plan of any rad- 
ical change in our methods of admitting students. 
Such changes might be suggested by later expe- 
rience, but they are not apparent now. 

Before such a plan could be put into operation 
it would be essential that we make careful study 
of like attempts in other institutions and in other 
countries. The most radical change in the con- 
duct of the teaching is in the system of major- 
ing in the Senior College. Here we must go care- 
fully but with not too much delay. 

To ‘sum it all up, may I say that the cause of 
liberal education is crying aloud for intelligent 
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and resolute support. It will not do just now to 
stand on the defensive. Liberal teaching must 
be established. If this is to be done we must go 
on; we are just emerging from a period of vast 
confusion and distraction in educational theory 
and practice. It is a time for knowing what you 
propose to do and how it is to be done—and for 
doing it. 
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